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ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS

The definitions below are provided as clarification for abbreviations.

AQMD Air Quality Management District

ARAR Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirement

bgs below ground surface

BTEX Benzene, Toluene, Ethylbenzene and Xylenes

BTU British Thermal Units

CCcC California Civil Code

CCR California Code of Regulations

CDI Chronic Daily intake

CDM Camp Dresser & McKee

CERCLA Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation and Liability Act

CERCLIS Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation and Liability Information System

CFR Code of Federal Regulations

CHSC California Health and Safety Code

CIWMB California Integrated Waste Management Board

cm/sec centimeters per second

CcoC Chemical of Concern

DCE Dichloroethene ' .

DTSC Department of Toxic Substance Control

EPA United States Environmental Protection Agency

ERNS Emergency Response Notification System

ERT Environmental Response Team

FS Feasibility Study

GCL geosynthetic clay layer

gpd gallons per day

gph galions per hour

GRA General Response Action

HV ~ Horizontal:Verticai

HI Health Index

IRIS Integrated Risk Information System

ITSL interim Threshold Screening Levels

km kilometer

LCP Leachate Collection Point

MCL Maximum Contaminant Level

Mg/kg-day daily milligrams per kilogram

msl mean sea level

mg/L milligrams per liter

NCP National Contingency Plan

NI Negative Impact

NNA No Net Advantage or Disadvantage
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NOAEL no-observed-adverse effect level
NPL National Priorities List
Oo&M Operation and Maintenance
PAH Polyaromatic hydrocarbons
PCB - Polychlorinated Biphenols
PCE Tetrachloroethylene
Pl Positive impact
ppbv part per biflion by volume
PPE : Personal Protective Equipment
ppm past per million
PRGs Preliminary Remediation Goals
PRPs Potentially Responsible Parties
RAO . Remedial Action Objective ,
RCRA Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
RD Remedial Design '
RfD Reference Dose
RI/FS Remedial Investigatior/Feasibility Study
RME - Reasonable Maximum Exposure
ROD Record of Decision
RV Recreational Vehicle
SARA Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act
SF Slope Factors
SFS Supplemental Feasibility Study
SNL Significant Negative Impact
SPI Significant Positive impact
STLC Soluble Threshold Limit Concentration
SVE . Soil Vapor Extraction
SvOoC Semivolatile Organic Compounds
TBC _ To Be Considered
TCA Trichloroethane :
TCE : Trichloroethene
TCLP Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure
Ti Technicalty Impractical
™ Technical Memorandum
™V - Toxicity, Mobility or Volume
TRIS Toxic Release Inventory System
TSDF ~ Treatment, Storage and Disposal Facility
ug/L ' micrograms per liter '
usT Underground Storage Tank
VISTA Vista Informational Systems, Inc.
vOC volatile organic compound
WDI Waste Disposal, Inc.
WDIG - Waste Disposal, Inc. Group
yd? square yards
yd3 cubic yards
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PART | - DECLARATION FOR THE AMENDED RECORD OF DECISION
A, Site Name and Location

Waste Disposal, Incorporated (WDI) (CERCLIS ID #080884357)
Los Nietos Road at Greenleaf Avenue and Santa Fe Springs Road
Santa Fe Springs, California 90670

B. Statement of Basis and Purpose

This decision document presents the amendment to the Selected Remedial Action for
the Waste Disposal, Inc. (WD) site in Santa Fe Springs, California. The original
Record of Decision (ROD) for this site was signed on December 27, 1993. The original
ROD and this Amended ROD present a remedial action that has been selected in
accordance with the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and
Liability Act (CERCLA), as amended by the Superfund Amendments and
Reauthorization Act (SARA), CERCLA Sec. 117, and, to the extent practicable, the
National Qil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP) Section
 300.435(cH2)(ii). '

This decision is based on the Administrative Record file for the site. This Amended
ROD will become part of the Administrative Record file for the site in accordance with
the NCP Sec. 300.825(a)(2). A copy of the Administrative Record s available for
review during normal business hours at the Santa Fe Springs Public Library located at
11700 Telegraph Road and at the U.S. EPA Records Center located at 95 Hawthorne
Street in San Francisco, California.

The U.S. EPA is the lead agency for this site. The California Department of Toxic
Substances Control (DTSC) is a support agency. DTSC has concurred with the
amended remedy selection.

C. Circumstances Requiring Amended ROD

This Amended ROD modifies the previously selected remedy for the contaminated soils
and addresses groundwater conditions at the WDI site. This Amended ROD adopts the
same geheral format as the original ROD, but incorporates and refies upon new'
information obtained since the signing of the originat ROD in 1993.

Based on information that became available after the signature of the original ROD in
1993, EPA determined that an Amended ROD wouid be required to ensure protection

of human health and the environment. The information that has become availabte
concerning the site includes: the expanded lateral extent and voiume of buried waste

AROD_061402wpd.wpd : : Page |- 1
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on the site; new information on the nature and increased extent of soil gas beneath the
site; and the presence of liquids inside the buried concrete-lined reservoir at the center
of the site. EPA determined that this additional information was sufficient to warrant
additional site investigations and further analysis of the potential remedy alternatives for
the site. '

The amended remedy selaction process for this site has been based on information
presented in the Supplemental Feasibility Study that was completed in May 2001. The
Supplemental Feasibility Study presents a detailed analysis of remedial alternatives
addressing the updated information regarding the nature.and extent of contamination
on the site. :

D. _ Assessment of the Site

The response action selected in this Amended Record of Decision is necessary to
protect the pubiic health or welfare or the environment from actual or threatened
releases of hazardous substances to the environment.

E. Description of the Revised Remedy

This amended ROD selects the final remedy for the site and addresses waste
materials, contaminated soil, subsurface liquids, subsurface gases, and groundwater
conditions. These conditions will be remediated primarily through containment,
collection and treatment of gases, collection and removal of site liquids, and institutional
controls. EPA has also determined that there has been no demonstration that the site
has contributed to exceedances of groundwater standards. To ensure continued
protection of the groundwater, the revised remedy will incorporate groundwater
monitoring and institutional controls (ICs), including groundwater ICs.

- The major components of the revised remedy are as follows:

1. Installation of a RCRA-equivalent cap for hazardous waste over the existing
reservoir (in Area 2j; :

2. Installation of engineered capping systems for areas outside the reservoir (in
Area 2) that will be designed to achieve RCRA solid waste engineering and
performance standards, including a hydraulic conductivity of 10° centimeters per
second, and graded soil monofill covers, asphalt, concrete paving, and/or
building foundations. Engineered capping systems will be instalied over selected
portions of Areas 1, 2, 4,5, 6, 7, and 8; -

3. Instaliation of a gas collection, extraction, and treatment system beneath the
‘ RCRA-equivalent cap over the reservoir in Area 2 to collect, remove and treat
subsurface gases;

AROD_061402wpd.wpd : Page |- 2
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4, Installation of liquids collection systems including liquids collection points (LCI?s)
in the reservoir (Area 2), to monitor, collect, and extract leachate and free liquids
“ for treatment and disposal at an off-site facility approved by EPA;

5. Use of engineering controls (e.g. physical barriers and/or indoor venting
systems) at, and/or within, existing and new buildings overlying or adjacent to
waste to prevent exposure to site contaminants. Existing buildings or structures
in locations where it is not technically feasible to instali engineering controls will
be demolished and removed.

6. To minimize the potential exposure to soil gas, passive gas migration -control
(e.g. bioventing wells) or active soil vapor extraction systems will be installed
along portions of the waste perimeter outside of the reservoir area and near
existing buildings. Monitoring systems will be installed to ensure performance.

7. Implementation of institutional controls (ICs), including zoning ordinances, ..
access controls, groundwater use restrictions, and restrictive covenants, 1o
ensure the integrity of remedial systems, minimize the potential for exposure to
residual wastes and hazardous substances, and to restrict land use and site -
access;

8. Implementation of long-term groundwater monitoring to ensure that the revised
remedy is not contributing to exceedances of groundwater standards; and

9. implementation of long-term operations and maintenance (O&M) to ensure that
all environmental systems and control components are funictioning effectively.

No significant impacts from WDI wastes on groundwater quality have been identified
based on groundwater sampling and the comparison of sampling data with the
locations and characteristics of waste sources at the site. Some contaminants are
detected upgradient, laterally distant from the WDI waste sources, and in refatively
deep water bearing zones. Although severai chemicals of concern (volatile organic
chemicals and metais) have been detected above their respective State drinking water
maximum contaminant levels (MCLs) in ‘groundwater samples, these exceedances do
not appear to be related to site wastes based on their distribution in groundwater. MCL
exceedances have been limited to several upgradient or deep monitoring wells.
Howevar, exceedances are absent from shaliow or intermediate depth wells
downgradient from the WDI waste sources. After extensive monitoring, EPA has
determined that the site has not contributed to exceedances of groundwater MCLs.
EPA has accordingly madse the decision not to maintain a separate operable unit for
groundwater and will incorporate groundwater monitoring and institutional controts to
restrict use of groundwater underlying the site into this revised remedy. In the original
ROD, EPA contemplated a separate operable unit for groundwater. This.amended

AROD_061402wpd.wpd : Pagerl -3
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ROD, therefore, serves as tha final record of decision for the entire site. As a final
remedy, this amended ROD incorporates long-term operations and maintenance (O&M)
into the revised remedy.

F. ROD Data Certification Checklist:

The following information is included in the Decision Summary (Part Hl) of this Amended
ROD:

« . Chemicals of Concern (COCs, Section E), and their respective heaith-based
concentrations (Section L);

»  Summary of site risks represented by the COCs (Section G);

. Cleanup levels and performance standards established for the COCs (Section
L) :

. How source materials constituting principal threats are addressed (Sections H
and |);

. Current and reasonably anticipated future land use assumptions and current and
potential future beneficial uses of groundwater used in the risk assessment and
amended ROD (Section F);

. Potentia! groundwater use that will be available at the site as a result of the

Revised Remedy (Section F);

. Estimated capital, annual O&M, and total present worlh costs, discount rate, and
the number of years over which the remedy cost estimates are projected
(Section L); and

. Key factors that led to selecting the remedy (Section L).
Additional information can be found in the Administrative Record file for this site.
L Statutory Determinations

~ The revised remedy is protective of human heaith and the environment, compiies with
federal and state requirements that are legally applicable or relevant and appropriate to
the remedial action, and is cost-effective. This remedy uses permanent solutions and

~ alternative treatment (or resource racovery) technologies to the maximum extent _
practicable for this site. However, because treatment of the principal threat of the site

was not found to be practicable, this remedy does not satisfy the statutory preference
for treatment as a principal element. Consistent with the NCP and EPA guidance and

ARQOD_061402wpd.wpd _ Page!l-4
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directives, including Guidance for Conducting Remedial investigations/Feasibility

Studies for CERCLA Municipal Landfill Sites (EPA QSWER Directive 9355.3-11,
February 1991), and Presumptive Remed for CER icipal Landfill Sites (EPA

Directive 9355.0-49FS, September 1993), EPA has selected containment as the
presumptive remedy to address the low-level threat from the site.

Beécause this remedy will result in hazardous substances remaining on-site above levels
that allow for unlimited use and unrestricted exposure, a review will be conducted at
jeast once avery five (5) years after commencement of the remedial action to ensure
that the remedy continues to provide adequate protection of human health and the
environment pursuant to Section 121(C) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. §9621(C).

L e ' Ghit

“John Kefnmerer Date

Chief, Site Cleanup Branch

Superfund Division

United States Environmental Protection Agency
Region 9 '

AROD_061402wpd.wpd Pagel-5
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PART 1l - DECISION SUMMARY . - -

A. Site Name, Location, and Description

The Waste Disposal, Incorporated (WDI) site consists of approxumately 43 acres
located in an industrial area on the east side of Santa Fe Springs in Los Angeles
County, California. The site boundaries include Santa Fe Springs Road on the
northwest, a warehouse and a private high school on the noitheast, Los Nistos Road on
the southwest, and Greenleaf Avenue on the southeast. A remdentlal area lies to the
east of the site.

The CERCLIS D number for the site is: CA0980884357 e

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is the lead agency for the site. The )
California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) is a support agency. DTSC
has concurred with the amended remedy selection.

'EPA is issuing this Amended ROD as a result of additional information that became

available since the issuance of the original ROD for the site in 1993. This additional _
information relates to the expanded areal extent of waste and contaminated soils at the

site, as well as additional soil, groundwater, and soil gas characterization data that were
obtained since issuance of the original ROD.

Funding for site remediation is expected to be provided through settlements with
potentially responsible parties. The site conceptuat model and remediation strategy
address the site as a landfill by utilizing remedy components including containment (i.e.
capping), liquids and gas monitoring and control, engineering controls, access and
institutional controls, groundwater monitoring, and long-term operations and
maintenance (O&M). ' '

The 43-acre site consists of 22 parcels of land that are owned by 17 individual
landowners. A buried 42-million gallon reservoir (600 feet in diameter and 25 feet
deep), located in the center of the site, was used for the disposat of a variety of liquid
and solid wastes. In addition, wastes were disposed of outside of the reservoir (in Area
2) and have been delineated in many of the parcels located around the perimeter of the
reservoir. Twenty structures are located on-site and have been used for past and
current small business activities. See Figure 1 for a site location map. Figure 2 shows
a site layout map by Area (eight waste handling areas have been identified based on
raviews of aerial photographs, drilling logs, and other site investigations). See Figure 3
for a 1998 aerial photograph of the site.

AROD_061402wpd.wpd ' Page H - 1
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Figure 3

1998 Site Aerial Photograph

AUGUST 5, 1998
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B. Site History & Enforcement Activities

The most significant feature of the WDI site is the buried 42-million gallon concrete-
lined reservoir (600 feet in diameter and 25 feet deep), located within Area 2 in the
center of the site. The reservoir was constructed prior to 1924 and was initially used for
crude petroleum storage. The areas outside of the reservoir began to be used for the
unregulated disposal of a variety of liquid and solid wastes and the possible storage
and mixing of drilling muds by the late 1920s. Sometime between 1937 and 1541, the
owner/operators removed the reservoir cover anticipating a change of use. After
removal of the reservoir cover, the reservoir was used from the early to mid-1940s until
the mid-1960s for the disposal of a variety of liquid and solid wastes.

The disposal site operated under a permit from Los Angeles County from 1949 untit
1964, and may have operated for roughly two to three years aiterwards while the site o
was graded. Permitted wastes included rotary drilling muds, clean earth, rock, sand,
gravel, paving fragments, concrete, brick, plaster, steel mill slag, dry mud cake from oil
field sumps, and acetylene sludge. Investigations have shown that disposed materials
also included, but were not limited to, the following unpermitted wastes: organic
wastes, oil refinery wastes, solvents, petroleum-related chemicals, and other chemical
wastes. Wastes were disposed within the reservoir and in areas adjacent to and
outside of the reservoir. ' . . '

While disposal activities continued during the 1850s, the reservoir and some of the
areas of the site outside the reservoir were gradually developed for commercial and
industrial use. By 1963, the reservoir was covered with fill and by 1964, most, although
not all, disposal activities appeared to have ceased. Grading over the remainder of the
buried wastes continued until approximately 1966. A numpber of structures were
constructed for small business enterprises. : ,

The site was placed on the National Priorities List (NPL) on July 22, 1987, Following
the site's NPL listing, EPA issued General Notice Letters to 28 Potentially Responsibie

- Parties (PRPs). The list included current and former property owners, generators, and
transporters identified during the PRP search. At that time, no party came forward with
a good faith offer to conduct the Remedial Investigation (Rl), and EPA commenced the
Rl in 1988 as a “Fund-lead” project. In 1988, EPA aiso undertook a removal action,
erecting a fence around the southern corner of the site at | .os Nietos Road and
Greenleaf Avenue to improve site security and prevent accidental exposure to
contamination. :

EPA completed the initial Rl in November 1990 and commenced work on-a Feasibility
Study (FS). Considering comments from the State of California, EPA decided to
undertake further groundwater sampling and analysis. In January 1992, EPA
commenced additional groundwater monitoring at WD in order to assess the possibility
that the site had contributed to exceedances of groundwater standards.

ARQD_061402wpd.wpd ] Pagell-5
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In August 1993, EPA completed the Feasibility Study for contaminated soils and
subsurface gases for Operable Unit #1 (OU1), and released the Proposed Plan. In
December 1993, EPA signed a Record of Decision (ROD) for OQU1. EPA designated a
second operable unit (OU2) for groundwater and decided to reserve selection of a
groundwater remedy pending completion of groundwater investigations. The 1993
ROD selected a remedy for OU1 that included excavation, reconsolidation, and
containment of waste using a RCRA-equivalent capping system over the reservoir, with
associated soil gas control and monitoring. s e :

in 1994, EPA issued Unilateral Administrative Order (UAO) #94-17 to eight PRPs to_
compel commencement of- Remedial Design{RD) activities forthe site. EPA issued
Amanded UAO #97-09-in 1997 to add thirteen additional parties to the PRP working
group, and ordered additional investigative activities at the site as well as continued |
remedial design activities. This PRP group, known as the Waste Disposal, inc. Group
(WDIG), has performed numerous site investigative and design activities at the site
since 1994, : ,

Based on new information compiled and obtained during additional investigative
activities concerning the nature and lateral extent of waste and soil gas at the site, EPA
determined that the ROD should be amended. This Amended ROD addresses
fundamental changes in the scope, periormance, and cost of the originally selected
remedy. Work on the supplemental remedial design investigations and the
Supplemental Feasibility Study continued from 1997 to May 2001. EPA and WDIG
completed the Supplemental Feasibility Study in May 2001, and EPA held a public
comment period and conducted a public hearing on the proposed plan for the revised
remedy in June 2001.

Between 1992 and 2000, EPA and the WDIG conducted extensive groundwater
investigations at the WDI site. Additional monitoring wells were constructed and
sampled in conjunction with continued sampiling of the existing monitoring welt network.
While groundwater sampling has identified some contamination in the vicinity of the
WDI site, EPA believes that this contamination is not attributable to the WD site
(Groundwater Data Evaluation Report, 2000). To ensure protection of the groundwater,
this Amended ROD incorporates groundwater monitoring and groundwater ICs as part -
of the remedy.

Table 1 presents a gensral chronology of the site history, including selected significant
events and activities. -

C. Community Participation .
Community participation activities under the original ROD are summarized in Section

4.0 of the 1983 ROD. Refer to Table 1 of this Amended ROD for a listing of other
community participation activities since 1983. Following completion of the
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TABLE 1.
CHRONOLOGY OF SIGNIFICANT CERCLA PROCESSES AND ACTIVITIES AT THE
WDI SITE '
DATE _E.V_E-NT.‘MVI'I'Y
1986 Proposed NPL Listing
1987 Final NPL Listing
H 1887 | General Notice issued to 28 PAPs
I 1987-1988 Removal Action (Fencing, Drum Removal) - “
1987-1989 Remedial Investigation (and report) II
1989-1990 Endangermsnt Assessment ﬂ
1982 Begin Groundwater Monitoring Activities
1993 Start of Feasibility Study
1993 Proposed Plan .
1993 ROD Signature '
1994 Administrative Uniiateral Order 84-17
1994-1995 Predesign Investigations '
1985 Pradesign Raport ||
1996 90% Remadial Design Report . ﬂ
1996 Community Mesling on 80% Design Report 4ﬂ
1986 Public Meatings
1996 Decision 10 Review Remedy Selection & Prepara an Amended ROD
1987 Amended Administrative Unilateral Order 97-08 (to add additional generater PRPs and parform
additional remadial design investigative activitles)
1997-1998 Remadial Dasign Investigations ﬂ
1997-1999 Pliot Scale Liquids Treatability Study {TM-13)
1997-2000 Continue Groundwater invastigations
1999 Community Mestings on Remedial Dasign
2000 Grouncdwater Data Evaluation Report
2001 General Notice re-issued to additional PRPs, including curent owners I
2001 Complation of Supplemenial Feasibllity Study u
2001 Remedial Design investigations Summary Report
2001 Public Meeting on Proposed Plan

Amanded ROD 06/02

bl



Case 2:07-cv-05350-SJO-FFM ~ Document 12-2  Filed 12/12/2007  Page 19 of 50

Waste Dispasal, inc. - Amended Record of Decision

Supplemental Feasibility Study for WDI in May 2001, EPA released the Proposed Plan
for the revised remedy on June 1, 2001, At that time, EPA also announced that the
updated Administrative Record file for the site was available, including additional
Remedial Investigation reports, the Supplemental Feasibility Study, and the Proposed
Plan. The Administrative Record File is located at the EPA.Region 9 offices in San
Francisco, and at the local information repository in the Santa Fe Springs Public Library
in Santa Fe Springs, California. A public comment period was conducted from June 1

to July 2, 2001. .

A public hearing on the Proposed Plan was held on June 14, 2001 in Santa Fe Springs
and was attended by a variety of community and landowner representatives. Atthe
public hearing EPA presented a summary of the proposed remady for the site and
answered questions concerning the elements of the remedy. Public comments were _.
received and recorded at the meeting. Several written comments were also received
during the Public Comment period. EPA’s responses to both the oral and written
comments received during this period are included in the Responsiveness Summary
(Part 1) of this Amended ROD. ' '

D. Scope & Role of Operable Unit

The original 1993 ROD identified two distinct OUs for the WDI site:
Operable Unit 1 (Original): Contaminated soil & soil gas
‘Operable Unit 2 (Originél): Contaminated groundwater

The 1993 ROD focused on OU1, addressing contaminated soil and soil gas. The ROD
anticipated that OU2 for groundwater would be separately addressed at a later date.
However, groundwater investigations conducted between 1898 and 2000 ultimately led
EPA to determine that the WDI site has not caused exceedances of groundwater
standards as defined by California maximum contaminant levels (MCLs). EPA
accordingly has concluded that only continued groundwater monitoring and the use of
ICs will be necessary to ensure that site-related hazardous substances do not
contribute to exceedances of MCLs.

This Amended ROD presents the revised remedy for OU1 and incorporates OU2 by
addressing all known contaminated media at the site. This Amended ROD serves as
the final Record of Decision for the antire WDI site. This Amended ROD will address
buried waste, contaminated soils, soil gas, liquids, groundwater monitoring, and ICs
(including groundwater ICs), under the revised remedial action.

AROD_061402wpd.wpd : Pagell -8
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E. Site Characteristics

1.  Site Overview

For.descriptive purposes, the site has been divided into eight areas (Areas 1 through 8)
as shown in Figure 2. The eight areas contain 22 parcels of land,19 of which contain
various currently operating businesses (e.g. machine shops, auto repair shops, and
light industrial complexes). Investigations have shown that 11 of the 19 parcels have
structures located over buried waste. Three of the 22 parcels are currently unoccupied.
Areas 1 and 8 of the site are occupied by several light industrial complexes and small
commercial businesses. The buried 42-million gallon capacity reservoir is located in the
central portion of Area 2. The northwestern portion of the reservoir area is covered with
an asphalt parking lot and is currently used for recreational vehicle storage. The
remaining portion of Area 2 is undeveloped. Areas 3 through 7 are adjacent to
Greenleaf Avenue. Areas 3 and 4 are undeveloped and are the closest areas to nearby
residenttal areas. One structure located in Area 5 is used for a commercial business.
Areas 6 and 7 are also undeveloped and contain several concrete foundations that
remain from previous structures. '

The WDI site is located on property designated for industrial land use. Zoning for the

. site is M-2 Heavy Manufacturing. The City of Santa Fe Springs is highly supportive of
commercial and industrial development in the area, and has been seeking to redevelop
the WD site for industrial land uses. The WDI site is within the Norwalk Boulevard
Redevelopment Project Area, which has been merged into the Consolidated
Redevelopment Project. EPA has provided a grant to the City of Santa Fe Springs
under the Superfund Redevelopment Initiative program to prepare a master
redevelopment plan for the parcels included within the WDI site. This Amended ROD
anticipates that the existing land use designation will remain in effect, and that the site
may be redeveloped at some point in the future for industrial purposes.

2. Location and Extent of Contamination

Soil borings were drilled at the WD! site for geologic logging and chemical
characterization during two primary periods of investigation: the 1988 R! conducted by
the EPA and the 1997 Remaedial Design Investigations conducted by both EPA and
WDIG. Constituents detected in waste include volatile organic compounds (VOCs),
primarily benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, and xylene (BTEX); semivolatile organic
compounds (SVOCs); and heavy metals such as arsenic, chromium, copper, and lead.
Waste and contaminated soil have been identified throughout Area 2, which contains
the buried reservoir, and portions of Areas 1, 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8 where other buried
wastes have been found. Figure 4 presents the estimated deiineation of the extent of
waste as reflected by current site information obtained from 1988 through 2001. The
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buried waste and impacted soil ranges in thickness from an average of approximately 5
to10 feet to a maximum of 20 feet.

3. SoilGas

In-business air monitoring (sampling and analyses of ambient air within the
building/business environment) at six existing structures has shown no indication of
migration of site-related gas into on-site businesses.

Soit gas “hot spots” are present in the subsurface (vadose zone) within and ocutside the
reservoir (in Area 2) in many areas of the site, including shallow fill soils, buried waste

 material, and deeper native soils. The “hot spots” are characterized by elevated lavels

(e.g., exceeding preliminary remediation screening levels) of BTEX, mathane,
petroleum hydrocarbons, and chlorinated volatile organic compounds (VOCs) in soil
gas. Investigations have revealed that there are large variations in subsurface gas
concentrations across the site area. Chloroform, trichtoroethane, tetrachloroethene
(PCE), benzene, methane, trichloroethene (TCE), and vinyl chloride have been
detected. PCE is the most prevalent VOC detected in soil gas at the WDI site. TCE
has the highest average concentration among the detected soil gas compounds and
vinyl chloride shows the highest overall concentrations but has been detected at only a
limited number of soil gas monitoring points. The primary constituents detected are
methane, benzene, vinyl chloride, TCE, and PCE. '

A pilot test was performed from 1997 to 1998 to assess the feasibility of high vacuum
extraction for soil gas removal. Removal of subsurface gases at the site using high
vacuum extraction has been shown to provide only limited effectiveness due to
relatively low rates of gas generation, anisotropic conditions, and the low-conductivity
character of the host media.

4, Liquids

Multiple investigations have indicated the presence of perched liquids and/or leachate
both within the reservoir area (in Area 2) and at various isolated locations outside of the
reservoir. Liquids were encountered within the reservoir at depths ranging between 4
and 12 feet below ground surface (bgs). In some portions of the reservoir, liquids
appear to be perched above discontinuous, low-conductivity seams of waste materials.
in other portions of the reservoir area, liquids appear to extend to the base of the
reservoir. The distribution of liquids appears to reflect the manner in which wastes were
disposed of (i.e., individual batches), resulting in the formation of isolated pockets of
liquids of varying composition. The presence of liquids is associated with the presence
of thin seams and discrete zones of iow permeability fillwaste materials within the
reservoir wastes. Liquids were also encountered outside the reservoir during the 1997
and 1998 field investigations conducted by WDIG and EPA.

AROD_061402wpd.wpd Page Ii - 11
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" Liquids investigations indicate that reservoir (in Area 2) liquids/leachate contain
CERCLA hazardous substances, including but not limited to VOCs, such as benzene,
toluene, ethylbenzene, and vinyi chloride: SVOCs; PCBs; and metals such as arsenic,
chromium, and lead. In addition to the presence of liquids in the underlying waste, the
1997-1998 remedial design investigations indicated that liquids were also generated
substantially through infiltration of surface rainwater rather than due to the presence of
liquids in the underlying waste. A pilot scale liquids treatability study performed in 1999
assessed the potential for removal and treatment of site-fiquids. During the treatability
study, approximately 129,350 gallons of aqueous liquids were extracted and treated
along with 800 gallons of olly liquids. Extraction rates commenced at 120 galions per
hour and decreased significantly to 2 gallons per hour at the end of the 52-week study.
Overali performance of liquids extraction was limiited due to the heterogeneity and
anisotropy of the waste mass. The study indicated that liquids removal might be ... R
technically feasible, but is cost-prohibitive due to the very low extraction rates.
Installation of containment systems to prevent infiltration of rainwater will substantially
inhibit the generation of liquids within the reservoir and the perimeter areas.

5, Groundwater & Hydrogeology

The WD site is located in the Whittier area of the Los Angeles Central Groundwater
Basin. WDI is underlain by unconsolidated recent alluvium and the Lakewood and San
Pedro formations (primarily Pleistocene age fluvial sedimentary deposits). Based on
extensive R soil boring characterization, the subsurface stratigraphy and materials at-
the WDI site include:

. 5 -15 feet of fill material covering the concrete reservoir (in Area 2), waste
containment areas, and most of the site; .

. 10 - 25 feet of sandy clay and silt that underiie the fill and waste deposits;

. 50'feet of sandy, pebbly, channelized braided river (fluvial) deposits that underiie
the near-surface interval, :

. Groundwater that has been encountered at depths of 48 to 65 feet bgs;

. Interbedded sand and pebbly sand units underlie the shailower fluvial
channelized deposits around 80 to 130 feet bgs. Although local low-conductivity
layers/lenses occur throughout the site, a laterally extensive and continuous
cot;'nlﬁning bed has not been identified either above or below the groundwater
table. ' ' ' ‘

The Groundwater Data Evaluation Report (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and COM
Federal, 2000) presents detailed analysis of the hydrogeology at the WDl site. Figure 5
presents a hydrogeologic cross section of the WD site. Regional data demonstrates
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the presence of deeper water bearing zones extending in depth from 70 feet to
approximately 1,000 feet bgs. The.upper water bearing zone (estimated to be 100 feet
or greater in thickness) appears to comprise a continuous and interconnected sandy
aquifer interbedded with minor amounts of clay and silt. The deepest soil borings (100
to 130 bgs) drilled at the WDI site to-date have not identified laterally extensive
confining beds within in the upper water-bearing zone. The maximum depth of the
upper water bearing zone at the site is not known but may extend to depths of 150 to
200 feet bgs based on regional data. Below the upper aquifer zone are thicker and
more extensive sand and gravel aquifers of the San Pedro Formation (to depths up to
1000 feet bgs). Groundwater flows generally southward, fiowing radially southeast on
the southeastern portion of the site and radiatly southwest on the southwestern portion
of the site. The horizontal groundwater gradients are very low across the site ranging
from 0.002 feet/foot in the western portion of the site to 0.003 feet/foot in the eastérn
portion of the site. The gradient steepens to 0.035 feet/foot in the southwestern corner
of the site. See Figure 6 for a presentation of groundwater contours and flow directions
as of September 1897. The vertical gradient varies across the site ranging from 0.008
feet/foot in the southwestern part of the site to 0.052 feet/foot in the southern central
portion of the sita. Groundwater flow rate or seepage velocity has been estimated to
range from 6 to 60 feet/year based on assumed hydraulic conductivities soil
characteristics present at the WD site. The City of Santa Fe Springs owns and
operates three municipal wells (located north [0.9 miles upgradient], wast [1.3 miles],
and south [4 miles] of the site) that are completed in deeper aquifers between 200 and
900 feet bgs. No welis in the vicinity produce water from the shailow groundwater zone
that underlies the WDI site. As described in the 2000 Groundwater Data Evaluation -
Report, 1994 and 1995 water quality analyses for the water well south of WDI showed
no detections for VOCs. 1997 analyses for the water well north of WDI showed PCE
and TCE concentrations of 4.5 ug/l and 1.4 ug/l, respectively (1997). In addition,
groundwater data at several nearby industrial sites northwest of WDI indicate much
higher releases of these contaminants.

WDl is situated in a heavily industrial area and the production of oil from the Santa Fe
Springs Oil Field has been ongoing since the early 1900s. As part of the Groundwater
Data Evaluation, a Site Assessment Report was acquired from VISTA Information
Solutions, Inc. (VISTA) that included information on sites within a 1.25-mile radius of
WDI. As discussed in evaluations incorporated in the 2000 Groundwater Data
Evaluation Report, upgradient and cross-gradient of the WDH site are several properties
that have had confirmed solvent (PCE, TCE) releases. Groundwater investigations at
three sites located to the northwest of WDI indicated concentrations of VOCs in
groundwater that considerably exceed Federal and State MCLs (greater than 10,000
ug/l). The sites located upgradient of WDI have documented contamination at much
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higher concentrations than for any of the VOCs detected in groundwater at the WDI
site. For these reasons, it is most likely that the PCE and TCE detected in groundwater
monitoring wells in the western portion of the WD site are related to solvent releases
associated with the upgradient industrial sites. The Groundwater Data Evaluation
Report and subsequent groundwater monitoring report the following conclusions:

The primary VOCs detected in groundwater samples are PCE and TCE
generally at concentrations less that 20 ug/l. PCE and TCE concentrations in
two monitoring wells exceed their respective primary drinking water MCLs (5
ug/l). These VOCs have been detected only in the western portion of the site.
The exceedances have baen limited to upgradient and deep monitoring wells
(screened to 128 feet bgs). Shallow and intermediate depth monitoring wells,
including wells located immediately adjacent to deep welis with exceedances,
show predominantly non-detects or minor detections below MCLs. Based on
groundwater flow conditions, the distribution of detections, and information on
offsite groundwater contamination sites (see discussion above), the sources of
the PCE and TCE detected in the monitoring wells in the western portion of WDI
appear to be from solvent releases associated with upgradient industrial sites.

There appears to be no LNAPL or DNAPL sources contributing to groundwater
contamination beneath the site since high concentrations {i.e., > 1,000 zg/) of
dissolved solvents or BTEX and evidence of oily sheen have not been observed
in any of the groundwater sampling conducted at the WDI site. ‘

Groundwater sampling at WDI has not shown a consistent distribution or
detection of the primary metals (arsenic, chromium, copper, lead) which are
present at elevated concentrations in WDI wastes. The concentrations of these
metals in groundwater are generally very low and have only exceeded their
MCLs in isolated sampling rounds. Evidence of migration or impact to
groundwater from metals in WDI waste has not been observed in the
groundwater sampling data.

~ Elevated concentrations of aluminum, iron, manganese, and selenium have
been detected in groundwater samples, in local cases above primary or

secondary drinking water standards. The fact that these metals are detected
uniformly across the site (locally at higher concentrations in upgradient wells)
suggest that the elevated concentrations reflect regional water quality conditions
and are not related to onsite sources.

As recommended in the 2000 Groundwater Data Evaluation Report, two additional
monitoring wells were installed at the WDI site to monitor conditions upgradient of
(depth of about 120 feet bgs) and directly adjacent to and downgradient of the resenvoir
in Area 2 (approximate depth of 60 feet bgs). Analytical results available tor 2001
showed no VOC detections for either of these wells.

ARCD_061402wpd.wpd . Page il - 16

75



Case 2:07-cv-05350-SJO-FFM  Document 12-2  Filed 12/12/2007  Page 28 of 50

Waste Disposal, Inc. - Amended Record of Decision

6. Identification of Chemicals of Concern (COCs)

On-site soils contain oil well drilling muds, sludges, petroleum-related waste products,
low concentrations of VOCs and SVOCs, low concentrations of pesticides and PCBs,
arsenic, chromium, and lead. Subsurface gas includes methane along with various
VOCs, such as benzene, chioroform, vinyl chloride, PCE, and TCE, among others. The
primary risk drivers are benzene, with a soil gas standard of 10.0 parts per biliion by
volume (ppbv), and vinyl chloride, with a soil gas standard of 10.0 ppbv. The California
Integrated Waste Management Board Methane Standards of 5.0 percent at the site
boundary and 1.25 percent in on-site buildings are also considered media-specific
health-based COC concentration limits.

EPA has used data that was collected during initial remedial investigations and
substantiated during subsequent site investigation to identify chemicals of concern in
soil, soil gas, and groundwater. See Table 2 for a listing of COCs that have been
identified for the WD site and their media of occurrence. The COCs identified in soil
include 11 metals, 7 chiorinated pesticides, 16 VOCs, polyaromatic hydrocarbons
(PAHSs), and PCBs. Among those listed in Table 2, COCs identified for soil gas include
benzene, carbon tetrachloride, chloroform, 1,2-dibromoethane, PCE, 1,1,1-TCA, TCE,
and vinyl chloride. For groundwater, the COCs include arsenic, lead, manganese,
mercury, toluene, carbon tetrachloride, chloroform, PCE, and TCE. Since the
preparation of the 1993 ROD, EPA has identified additional chemicals of concern in
groundwater and soil gas. Benzene, xylenes, and vinyl chioride have been added as
COCs in groundwater. Chemicals added as COCs in soil gas include 1,2-
-dichlioropropane, ethylbenzene, toluene, and xylenes.

7. Conceptual Site Model

Figure 7 summarizes the Conceptual Site Model (CSM) on which the risk assessment
and remedial actions are based. The model addresses potential impacts to soil; air,
and groundwater and illustrates contaminant sources, release machanisms, exposure

pathways, migration routes, and potential receptors. Key components of the model are
described below. .

a. Sources of Contamination from the WDI Site

The primary sources of contamination include solid and liquid wastes that were buried
in association with operation of the WDI site. Additional sources comprise
contamination that may be associated with the operations of numerous smail
businesses that have been developed on the site. COCs at the WD! site are listed in
Table 2. The primary contaminant sources (buried concrete reservoir in Area 2, other
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CHEMICALS OF CONCERN FOR ALL SITE MEDIA
WASTE DISPOSAL, INC. SUPERFUND SITE

RN

:
-

GROUNDWATER

SUBSURFACE S04 GAS

Arsenic

X

Cadmium

Chromium

Copper
Lead

Manganase

| | <

Nefcury

2] <] ] o B B B e ot

Selenium
halium )
Zing
Chiorinated Pesticides

b s > b s Bt

xi

HEREENEER

#{  2-Butanone

b Bad Bad Bat Bt

|t Carbon Tetrachlonde

b b b Bt o et gt ot i Bl 2| e 2] 3cY 2k 3] ¢ 2] el 2] 2] ] 2y ey 2] 2] Sk ) 'Z
3

Chlorglom

1,2- Dibromomethane
1.2-Dichigroethane
1,1- Dichloroethene

I 1.2.4-Trimethyibenzene

1.2-Dichloroethane {cis)
1,2-Dichloroethene (trans)
1.2, Dichioroptopane

1,3.5-Trimethyibenzene
Chioromelhane ’

ll_ Methylene Chioride

I Tetrachloroethene

1,1, 1-Trichloroathane

Trchlotoethene

Vinyl Ghioride -

el 2] e ] 3¢ 3} >l o] 2>t 3] < e e 5ed >

Polyeyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbon

Noncareinogenic

LU

Carci :

Polychiornaled Biphenyls {PLBs)

3¢| 3¢ >¢ ><><><|>:cx' »]

i 2] ] <

1) Added for Amended ROD.

Amended ROD 06/02

77



suopemdod ausue minjed

SUE SIUBUAISIUBDIT FTUG S 5010339y I} (510R] Spiepums mpampunab
10 $EOURPIRIXD Of PAINGRILIOD Se; &S ) KL LOHEATUOLLGD DU LIBBG TRY

SUay T} SI0NEE03] PUR B4 d cheappuatad IWSD 1)) seioN

Page 30 of 50

Filed 12/12/2007

Page |l - 19

X X ¥ X RER0) [Rueg
; vonemu| _ RUBWPIS _
1 g e soeng | 4
X X X X Gorselul
X X X X us_.no!E.lm—
LoRmHALH| y
X % X X wonsetu] JARMEUNDID
“opeys
w8
X X X PERC]) UL MREHIGU|
DogReLUE [T T3] s U0 D FASERA b
& TEING  4——| TPIOS paung
. HEEM
X X i " 4
BRNAS
ol
vogesbi
epngns
Uog
Bewio?) Hiusd
x X X X o wodseiL
| e
Donsebul]
PR uweq)
X X X X uoameLAk - PUMA _ _ SwR|ORd
+— wna
uonselu
¥ X X DANGT B0
X X X Tiogawull
REL LT WL [Roets) TOWR] | aop smiodny
-5 wnos, - PRRIAICY
L! WO 0o
L] ) -
, HOld303 AVMRLYd WEINYHIIN [EEC WSINVHIAW ANOS
ANYONODAS v Auviand
38 ANYWIHY

NOISI230 40 QH0I3Y Q3GNIAY
3118 ANNHIANS "ON! IVSOJSIA ALSYM Joj (WSD) 1300

W 3LIS T¥NLdIONOD L 2nbig-

Case 2:07—cv-05350-S\]O-;FFM Document 12-2

7%




Case 2:07-cv-05350-SJO-FFM  Document 12-2 Filed 12/12/2007  Page 31 of 50

Waste Disposal, Inc. - Amended Record of Decision

buried waste areas/waste handling areas, Area 1 and Areas 3-8, and soil gas) occur at
depths ranging from 5 to 25 feet bgs across the site. The estimated lateral extent of
buried waste has been expanded since issuance of the 1993 ROD. Figure 3 illustrates
the exient of buried waste based on recent site investigations.

b. el e Mechanisms

Release mechanisms are associated with waste disposal activities as well as methods
utilized at the site to control and contain sources of contamination (e.g., existing
concrete reservoir in Area 2). Other mechanisms include transmission of contaminant-
laden dust, plant uptake, potential commingling and infiltration of waste constituents to
subsurface soils and groundwater, and potential impacts from stormwater runoff.
Particularly relevant to the WDI site, investigations have also documented the formation.
of soil gas which may impact future site occupants, including tenants of on-site
businesses.

c.  Exposure Pathways

Primary exposure routes o potential receptors include: direct contact, ingestion, or
inhalation of soil particulates (e.g., wind-borne dust associated with the site); inhalation
of ambient atmospheric transported soil gas emissions; and inhalation of subsurtace
soil gas constituents migrating through structure foundations. )

Exposure pathways include wind, ambient atmospheric transpon, subsurface migration,
grass, groundwater, surface water, and sediments.

The primary pathways for potential contaminant migration to groundwater include direct
release of waste liquids from the concrete reservoir in Area 2, direct release of liquids or
leaching of contaminants from the buried waste sump areas, and leaching or diffusion
of VOCs from soil gas. )

d. Primary Receptors
Receptors include on-site occupants of the WDI site, such as tenants of existing and
future industrial enterprises. Also considered in the model are other human receptors

such as offsite youths (students at school adjacent to the site), offsite residents, and
potential trespassers on the site. ‘
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F. Current & Potential Future Site & Resources Uses

1. Current Land Use

The WD!I site encompasses a total of 22 individual land parcels, 19 of which currently
contain structuras. Zoning for the site is M-2 Heavy Manufacturing with an Industrial
land use designation. Existing structures accommodate a wide variety of light industrial
enterprises, including recreational vehicle storage, a tool and die shop, printing and
plating shops, and vehicle maintenance fagcilities.

Adjacent land uses include residentiai areas and additional businesses that undertake
light industrial and commercial activities. A private high school with associated athletic
playing fields is located directly north-of the WDI site. Throughout the community
involvement process (see Section C for discussion of community participation), the high
school has expressed concerns regarding (1) short-tarm and long-term visual impacts,
(2) short-term construction noise, (3) offsite drainage, and {4) potential offsite mlgrataon
of contamination.

2.  Accommodation of Future Use of the Site

Since the issuance of the original 1993 ROD, the City of Santa Fe Springs has
continued to express a strong interest in redeveloping the site for industrial uses. In’
2000, EPA provided a grant to the City of Santa Fe Springs under the Superfund
Redevelopment Initiative (SRI) to develop a master plan for the future redevelopment
and reuse of the site. The City is preparing the development plan and is exploring
numerous industrial land uses.

Recognizing the City's interest in redevelopment of the site, EPA evaluated remedial
aiternatives as presented in the Supplemental Feasibility Study that address
redevelopment according to separate and distinct strategies. These strategies
emphasize protection of human health and the environment through implementation of -
containment systems. The alternatives differ, however, with respect to the timing and
sequencing of redevelopment. Alternatives 2, 4, and S would involve a two-step
approach to redevelopment, entailing (1) early implementation of EPA’s remedial action
and (2) later redevelopment of the site that could involve parcel consolidation and
redevelopment for non-residential uses by other entities, Under Alternatives 2, 4, and5
the remediat action would be planned and designed to accommodate future
redevelopment by the City or other parties to the maximum extent practicable while not
compromising or interfering with EPA’s mandate to protect pubiic health and the
environment. Alternative 3 includes integrated remediation and redevelopment of the
site according to both EPA's remediation plan and a City-approved master
redevelopment plan that would take into consideration restricted reuse of the buried
reservoir area. Alternative 3 in the Supplementary Feasibility Study included removal of
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all current structures and site preparation for future uses. £PA did not select
Alternative 3 as the preferred alternative, however, because it is not feasible to
concurrently include redevelopment directly as part of EPA’s remeady for the site at this
time and because EPA does not have authority to control or mandate the
redevelopment. Moreover, the challenges of directly integrating the implementation of
the containmeént remedy with redevetopment are considered significant. )
implementation of the remedy would need to be delayed to allow the City to finalize its -
redevelopment plans, enter into development agreements, and work with existing
landowners whose businesses may potentially be relocated. The revised remedy
presented in this Amended ROD (Alternative.2) will be generally compatible with the
City's desire to redevelop the site in the future. Within EPA’s authority, and to the
maximum extent practicable, the design and implementation for the remedy will be
accomplished so as not to preclude appropriate redevelopment of the site. -

a. nticinated Futu roundwater LUse

The City of Santa Fe Springs currently owns and operates three municipal water supply
walls, two of which are located within 1.5 miles of the WDI site. According to State and
City sources one well is located 0.9 mile upgradient from the site and produces water
from aquifer zones ranging between 200 and 900 feet bgs. Another well is located 1.3
miles west of the WDI site and is screened in a deep aquifer zone, but is currentiy not
active. The other active municipal water supply well is located four miles south and
downgradient of the site and produces water from deeper aquifer zones below 300 feet
bgs. Historical information, summarized in the Final Groundwater Characterization
Report (Ebasco, 1989), has indicated that several private wells were constructed within
one mile of the WDI site and were historically used to produce water from deeper
water-bearing zones for irrigation and industrial purposes.

The revised remedy will include long-term groundwater monitoring to ensure that the
remedy is functioning effectively and to detect any reieases from the site that may
adversely impact local groundwater. The remedy will inciude institutional controls that
will prevent exposure to contaminated groundwater and prohibit the construction of any
new on-site wells without approval by EPA. Institutional controls will also address
coordination with state and local reguiatory agencies to restrict the potential permitting
and construction of any new wells in contaminated shaliow water- bearing zones in the
vicinity of the WD site.

G. Summary of Site Risks
The potential risks identified at the WDI site are exposure by direct contact with
-contaminated soil, the inhalation of contaminated soils via dust, and the inhalation of

gases migrating into enclosed spaces. Risk evaluations were performed for COCs
detected at the site, including metals, pesticides, VOCs, and SVOCs,
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An Endangerment Assessment was first performed by EPA in November 1989
(EBASCO, 1989) to estimate the potential risk to current users of the site. This
assessment quantitatively evaluated the risks to current and future site receptors at the
site. The Endangerment Assessment was conducted for the “current” site uses
including the presence of trespassers, nearby off-site adult and child residents, and
nearby off-site students exposed to airbome particles and VOCs. The assessment
concluded that the highest potential cancer risk (plausible maximumy is approximately 3
X 10°® (or 3 in 100,000) which is within the cancer risk range considered acceptable by
EPA (Table 3). The noncarcinogenic Hazard Index (HI) for current uses were also
below 1 and considered acceptable except for trespassers contacting surface sails with
an Hi equal to 3.

For future land use scenarios, the 1989 Endangerment Assessment assumed a
residential (i.e., unrestricted) scenario that evaluated on-site residents contacting
contaminated surface soil; on-site residents ingesting contaminated groundwater; and
on-site residents inhaling contaminants in indoor air from subsurface gas migration.
The Assessment concluded that the highest potential cancer risk (plausible maximum)
is approximately 3 X 10 (or 3 in 1,000), which is outside the cancer risk range
considered acceptable by EPA (Table 3). The noncarcinogenic Hl for future uses was
greater than 1 and considerad unacceptable for residents contacting soil, and residents
ingesting contaminated groundwater. Presently, the anticipated future use of the
property is industrial; the assumption of residential use in the 1989 report is considered
to be a conservative, health-protective assumption. Because of the proximity of the site
to residences and a school, and the growth anticipated in the area, this conservative
residentiat assumption is reasonable. The 1989 Endangerment Assessment used the
following criteria to identify COCs listed in the previous section:

. Comparison with blanks: The Endangerment Assessment used trip and field
blanks to identify compounds that are not site-related.

. Comparison with background concentrations: The Endangerment Assessment
typically did not identify inorganics as COCs if sample concentrations were less
than five times the background concentrations,

. Frequency of detection: The Endangerment Assessment typically did not identify
a chemical as a COC if it was detected in less than five percent of the samples.

. Consideration of concentration, toxicity, and physicochemical properties: The
Endangerment Assessment typically did not include compounds with very low

toxicity as COCs. Conversely the Endangerment Assessment did identify highly
toxic compounds as COCs.
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1. Toxicity Assessment

For risk assessment purposes, human health effects of chemicais were separated into
two categories of toxicity: noncarcinogenic and carcinogenic effects. For carcinogens,
there is no threshold dose that may result in deleterious effects. This means that any
levei of exposure to a carcinogen may result in some level of risk of disease. For
nonearcinogens, threshold doses are applicable as described below.

2. Reference Doses (Noncarcinogenic Effects)

Reference doses (RfDs) are the toxicity values used to evaluate noncarcinogenic
effects. An RfD, expressed in units of daily milligrams per kilogram (mg/kg-day),
represents an estimate of a daily exposure concentration that will not result in adverse .
effects in the most sensitive of individuals in a lifetime. If an exposure results in an
estimated intake exceeding the R!D, there is a potential for adverse health effects.
Table 4 presents the oral and inhalation RfDs used in the 1989 Endangerment
Assessment as well as sources for the RfDs.

3. Cancer Siope Factors (Carcinogenic Effects)

To evaluate carcinogenic effects, EPA has developed cancer slope factors that define
the relationship between dose and response of specific chemicals. Slope factors,
expressed in units of daily milligrams per kilogram {mg/kg-day), estimate the probability
of developing cancer per unit intake of a chemical. The probability of developing
cancer equals the product of the slope factor times the exposure. EPA derives slope
factors from laboratory studies with animals or from human epidemiological studies.
The slope factor represents the upper 95" confidence level on a probability of a
response per unit intake of a chemical over a lifetime. EPA classifies chemicals into the
following several groups according to the weight of evidence showing that specific
chemicals may cause cancer.

Group A — Human carcinogens (sufficient evidence of carcinogenicity in humans)
Group B — Probable human carcinogens {B1 -- limited evidence of :
carcinogenicity in humans; B2 -- sufficient evidence of carcinogenicity in animals
with inadequate evidence for carcinogenicity in humans)

. Group C - Possible Human Carcinogens (limited evidence of: carcnnogemc;ty in
animals with limited evidence of carcinogenicity in humans)
Group D — Not Classifiable

. Group E ~ No Evidence of Carcinogenicity

EPA typically develops slope factors (SFs) tor chemicals classified in groups A, B1, and

B2, and on a case-by-case basis for chemicals in Group C. Table 4 presents the siope

factors for each of the WDI site COCs.
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4. Exposurg Assessment

The 1989 Endangerment Assessment identified several potential receptors for the WDI
site based on then-current land uses:

. Trespassers contacting surface soils

Offsite residents inhaling airborne particulates and VOC emissions
Students inhaling airborne particulates and VOC emissions

The most likely future land use scenario also includes-future industriai redevelopment.
As a worst-case scenario, the 1989 Endangerment Assessment assumed that the site
could be redeveloped for residential land uses. On-site residents were used as a
conservative indicator since this is considered a maximum exposure condition. For -
future land use conditions, the Endangerment Assessment quantitatively evaluated the
following receptor and exposure pathways:

. On-site residentis cdntacting soil and ingesting groundwater
. On-site residents inhaling VOC emissions and indoor air

These assumptions are considered conservative since it is anticipated that future land
use on-site would be restricted to certain industrial uses. The assumptions are
reasonable, however, in light of the proximity of residential iand uses to the site.

5. Estimation of Daily Intakes

EPA estimated both an average exposure and daily intake and a plausible maximum
intake for current and future receptors at the site. The average daily intake was
estimated by EPA using mean soil, soil gas, and groundwater concentrations as well as
average exposure parameters. For plausible maximum intake, EPA used the maximum
soil, soil gas, and groundwater concentrations together with upper range estimates for
exposure parameters. Table 5 presents the values and calculations used to estimate
exposure.

6. Exposure Point Concentrations

Concentration at the point of human contact is known as exposure point concentration.
The 1989 Endangerment Assessment estimated an average and plausible maximum
exposure point concentration. For potential exposure to contaminants in soii and
groundwater, EPA assumed that the exposure point is at the same collection point
(e.g., soil collaction point or groundwater monitoring well location). For these media,
EPA used the geometric mean of all sampling locations to calculate an average
exposure point concentration and maximum detected concentration to calculate the
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VALUES USED TO CALCULATE CHRONIC DAILY INTAKE (CDi)
WASTE DISPOSAL, INC. SUPERFUND SITE

Page 10of 2
EXPOSURE PARAMETER AVERAGE | PLAUSIBLE INTAKE EQUATION/
ROUTE CODE PARAMETER DEFINTION | UNITS CASE | MAXIMUM MODEL NAME
CURRENT LAND-USE SCENARIO
cs Chamical Conosntrition n Soi moxg Geomts " M ranka by Ingeshon (WTI) = C8 x ABS 3103
EF Exposuis Fraquancy veirivesk 1 5 '
Intake by dermal pontact (INTJ) = CS % ABS
ED Exposure Duration yoars 4 & xBARCV
aw Body weight kg 60 &0
. O = [{INTi + INTd)
Diract with RS Soll ingastion Rae mylevent 00 100 X ED x EFMEW xAT)
Soil by Traspassers SA Exposed Suriace Ares ot 1,400 1,680
ABS Stin Adsorplion unitiess chamionl: | chemical-apacitc
sC Soll Cormact Rats mghorr-day 145 an
AT-C Avaraging Tirw lor Carcinogens days 27375 75
AT-N Averaging Time 1or NoNCaICINOGENs days =ED x M5 »ED x 383
Gy Conversion Facior wg/mg 1E-06 1E-06
CA Chemical Concenmration in Air mgfm" modeled conc. modeled conc
EF (acuit) Exposure Frequency daywysar 330 436 w‘gwm {NTa)= CAX IR xELx
EL {acuit) Exposure Langth houraiday 24 24
ED tacuit) Exposctre Duration yoan B % ‘ca";v'l("\”g‘ xED xEFY
Jation &f BW (aduit) Body Waight kg EL] 70
Arbome Particuialas .
and Volailes by ABSi Innalation Absorption Fraciion unitiess chemich: | oy yricalupecitic
Adult Resicants and Specitic
Students A inhalation Rute mrcay 20 20
Cy Conversion Factor dayhours 0.042 0.042
EF {sludont) Expiosure Frenuency daysyesr 180 180
EL {student} Exposure Leagih hoursidey [} 10
ED {siudenl) Exposure Durstion yours L] [
. BW (susdent) Body Weight kg a0
FUTURE LAND-USE SCENARIO
] ] ] . ; peometic Itake by ngestion {INTi) = CS x ABS x IRS
_CS Charical Concantration in Soil mohg T *Cv ! k
Direct Comact with EF (adult F
'Sof by Dnaite ¢ } Exposurs Frequency days/year 240 365
Residents ED (adutt) Exposurs Duration yeur 9 20 intakg by cenmal comact (iNTd) = CS x ABS
xSA xCv B
BW {agult) Body Weight kg 70 70
. Page I1-29
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| TABLE 5
VALUES USED TO CALCULATE CHRONIC DAILY INTAKE (CD1)
WASTE DISPOSAL, INC. SUPERFUND SITE
(Continued)
Pags 2 of 2
EXPOSURE PARAMETER F AVERAGE PLAUSIBLE INFAKE EQUATION/
. ROUTE CODE PARAMETER DEFINITION UNITS CASE MAXIMUM MODEL NAME
FUTURE LAND-USE SCENARIO {Continued)
" RS (adult} Soll Ingestion Raie mg/day 100 . 100 CD¥ = [{INTI + INTd) = ED x EFF{BW % AT)
SA (adult) Exposed Surface Arsa on 1,400 1,980 )
sC Soil Contact Aie mg/om-day 1.45 277
AT-C Averaging Time fof Carcinogens days 27,315 75
D"S':.%:m AT-N Aweraging Twns for Noncarcinogens days oD x 365 «ED x 365
Pasidants v Canversion Factor kg/mg 1E-08 - 1E-08
EF {child) Exposure Fraquancy dayniyss 240 365
£D (child) Expoture Dutution yours ] ]
BW (childy Body Weight kg 15 15
IRS {ehild) Solf Ingastion Rate Mg/day 200 800
SA (child) Exposed Surfacs Assa Cf 1,400 1,400
ow an:::ul Concentration in Geound mo/g oomlc Prnr——
EF Exposure Frequency dayw/year 385 365
" COl = {CW x ing x ED x EFY
ED {aauti) Exposure Duration yours ? 0 ({©W 2AT) x
BW (aduht) Body Weight kg 70 70
Ground Walsr Ing (adult) Ground Water Ingestion Rate Liday 2 2
Ingastion by Onsite
Rosigents AT-C Averaging Tima for Carcinogens days 27A75 75
AT-N Averaging Tima for Noncarcinogens days =ED x 365 =ED x 365
Cv Coaversion Factor g 1E-06 1E-08
€D (child) Exposure Duration yeas 2 4
BW (child} Boddy Welght L] 10 w0
Ing (child} Ground Water ingestion Rate Lfday T 1
GA Chamical Concentration in Air mgim’ daled conc caied conc
i Imake by inhalation (INTa)= CSxIRxEL
o EF Exposure Freauency deysiyesr 365 365 phivedrih UNTa)= CSx iR EL X
lndoo_l_’ Ai:“by Ongite EL Exposurs Lengih houns/day 24 24
ABSI Whalstion Absomption Fracion unitiess chomien | cnomiat-specisc
Cv Convarsion Factor dayhours H.042 0.042
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plausible maximum exposure point concentration. EPA assurned that trespassers’
might be exposed to surface soils. For this scenario, EPA used 34 surface samples
collected during the remedial investigation (R} to estimate exposure point
concentrations. Under the future land use scenario, the Endangerment Assessment
assumed that future residents {a conservative assumption) might be exposed to
contaminants present in the upper 20 feet of soil as a result of grading and other
construction activities. For this scenario, EPA estimated exposure point concentrations
using soil samples collected from 0 to 20 feet bgs.

Contaminants in soil and soil gas at the site may be transported to a downwind

receptor. For the potential exposure to air, modeling was utilized to estimate exposure
point concentrations. The Endangerment Assessment used a Gaussian dispersion
model (Turner, 1970) to measure exposure point concentrations in ambient air at
locations 0.1, 0.5, and 1.0 kilometers downwind of the site. The risk assessment also
used a one-compartment indoor air model (for above-ground structures) along with soil
gas results to estimate indoor air concentrations for future residents living on-site.

7. Risk Chargcterization

To estimate carcinogenic (cancer) risks, the Chronic Daily Intakes (CDIs) for each
exposure pathway are multiplied by SFs. The resulting risk estimate represents the
incremental probability of an individual developing cancer over a lifetime as a result of
exposure to the carcinogen. Table 3 presents the cancer risk estimates for current and
future land-use under several different exposure scenarios.

To estimate noncarcinogenic risks, the CDI for each exposure pathway is divided by the
RiD to obtain a hazard quotient. The sum of all hazard quotients for each COC is the
hazard index (HI). The RfD is an estimate of daily exposure concentration that will not
result in adverse effects in the most sensitive of individuals during a lifetime. When the
estimated CDI exceeds the RfD, there may be a concern regarding potential adverse
effects. Table 3 presents the Hi estimates for each exposure pathway.

The risks estimated in the Endangerment Assessment include some degree of
uncertainty as a result of assumptions made regarding exposure and toxicity. When
estimating plausible maximum exposure point concentrations, for example, the .
Endangerment Assessment assumed that individuals would be exposed to maximum
soif or groundwater concentrations for every COC (a conservative assumption). In
addition, the Endangerment Assessment assumed that contaminant concentrations will
remain constant over time with no degradation. Toxicity factors (RfDs and slope

factors) are also likely to provide conservative estimates of risk to ensure
protectiveness.

Both current and future risks were estimated in the Endangerment Assessment
pursuant to the National Contingency Plan (NCP) and were considered to evaiuate
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whether or not the site presents an “unacceptable risk” to human health and the
environment. Acceptable risk is defined as when the cumulative carcinogenic risk to a
receptor based on a “reasonable maximum exposure” (RME) is less than 10* (e.g. 1 in
10,000 chances of cancer) and a noncarcinogenic hazard index (Hl) is less than 1.

Table 3 presents current site risk exposure estimates, current land use risks based on a
reasonable maximum exposure (RME) for exposure scenarios that fall below 10™
cancer risk and a noncarcinogenic Hi of less than 1. Therefore EPA considers the
current risk exposure estimates to be “acceptable,” except in the case of the
trespassers scenario, where the Hi exceeds 1. However, for the future. land use
scenarios (using a conservative assumption of on-site residantial land use), the site
specific risk estimates exceed the 10 cancer risk for three future residential exposure
pathways: (1) direct contact with soils; (2) ingestion of groundwater; and (3) inhalation .
of volatile chemicals in indoor air. Based on the above criteria, these risk exposures
under a residential scenario are considered “unacceptable” by EPA. Generally, where
site risks to an individual based on RME exposure assumptions for either current or
future land use exceed 10 lifetime excess cancer risk, action under CERCLAis -
warranted. '

it should be noted that the potential inhalation risks under a future commercial/industrial
scenario, as is presently anticipated, would be less than those determined under the
residential scenario assumed in the Endangerment Assessment (but still above 10*to
10° cancer risk range). For example, the only differences between an adult residential
exposure {assumed in the risk assessment) and a commercial/industrial worker
exposure (using EPA’s default assumptions) is the exposure frequency (365 days per
year for a resident versus 250 days per year for a worker) and exposure duration (30

years for a resident versus 25 years for a worker). The combined difference between
these receptors is 1.75 (i.e. 365/250 multiplied by 30/25). This difference is not great
and would still yield a risk above the risk range for workers (the residential risk of 6 x
10 divided by 1.75 yields a worker risk of 3 x 10). A similar analysis would apply for
direct contact exposures on-site. Accordingly, for a commercial/industrial scenario,
remedial action is warranted under CERCLA.

8. Ecological Risk Assessment

Whilg tlhe Endangerment Assessment also included a qualitative ecological assessment
predicting that site contamination may impact wildlife, the site is located in an industrial
area and does not represent a significant habitat for wildlife.

A biological endangerment assessment of the site was conducted during the fall of
1998 (Frank Hovore & Associates, September and October 1998). The possibility of
native wildlife occupying and persisting at the site was investigated.’ Particular
emphasis was given to determination of the presence or absence of the native gray fox
(Urocyon cineracargenteus), western burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia hypugea), San
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Diego horned lizard (Phrynosoma coronatusm blainvillii), and other disturbance-tolerant

or substrate generalist sensitive taxa on the site. The assessment included field survey
observations made along site transects walked 5-10 meters apart around the entire site,
from comer to comer and along all boundaries. The assessment determined that there
is no evidence of agency-listed endangered, threatened, or otherwise sensitive or
protected species within the site boundaries and that the likelihood of any such species
occupying the site is low given its history of surface disturbance, recent remedial
activities, and effects of human intrusion from adjacent development.

H. Circumstances Prompting the Revised Remedy

Additional soil and soil gas investigations on the perimeter parcels were performed by
WDIG and EPA in 1995. Based on these investigations, EPA suspended the design of.,
the original remedy in 1996. During the period from 1997 to 2000, EPA directed the
WDIG to perform investigations to further characterize waste in the perimeter parcels.
This included delineation of the nature and extent of soil gas, liquids present in the
reservoir (in Area 2), and groundwater contamination. identified soil gas COCs
included the human carcinogens benzene and vinyl chloride, and methane. A quarterly
in-business air monitoring program was initiated for selected on-site businesses.

. - Remedial Action Objectives

The 1993 ROD did not explicitly identify Remedial Action Objectives (RAOs) because
they were not included in the ROD guidance at that time.  The implicit RAOs for the

site, however, have not been revised or affected. The RAOs for the revised remedy are

fo:

. Protect human health and the environment by preventing exposure to buried -
wastes and contaminated soils;

. Protect current and future on-site and off-site receptors from exposure to soil
gases;

. Prevent human exposure, from direct contact, consumption, and other uses, to
site liquids exceeding state and federal standards;

. Prevent contribution of site liquids to exceedances of state and federal
groundwater standards; and

. Prevent human exposure to groundwater that exceeds state and federal

standards due to site-related contaminants.

These objectives are based on the present use of the site, the anticipated potential for
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future use of the site for industrial purposes, and the potential for groundwater in the
area to be used as a public water supply.

Jd. Description of Alternatives

EPA has selected the revised remedy after evaluation of multiple alternatives, including
the original remedy selected in the 1993 ROD and seven alternatives that have been
evaluated as part of the Supplemental Feasibility Study completed in May 2001.

1. Qriginal _Eemegx from 1993 Record of Decision

The original remedy as presented in the 1993 ROD consisted of the following major

components:
. Excavation of wastes in designated areas to achieve cleanup standards;
. Reconsolidation of excavated materials beneath a RCRA-equivalent cap to be

installed over the reservoir (Area 2);

. Instaliation of a RCRA-equivalent cap over the reservoir (in Area 2) and
designated areas (Area 2 and some minor portions of the perimeter), covering
approximately 17 acres of the site; ‘

. Placement of perforated piping for the passive extraction and flaring of
subsurface gases throughout the area to be capped;

. Monitoring of gases and installation of an active extraction and treatment system,
if required to address constituents and volume of gases; and

. Implementation of institutional controls to ensure that future use of the site is
compatible with the remedy goals, maintain the integrity of the cap, restrict
parcels with residual contamination from activities that could lead to exposure io
contaminated soils, and prohibit shallow groundwater use.

2. Alternatives Evaluated for Revised Remedy

EPA identified, reviewed, and evaluated a total of seven alternatives as part of the
Supplemental Feasibility Study that was completed in May, 2001. The alternatives
included components for containment of buried wastes with capping systems, gas
collection, extraction, and gas migration contro! systems, as well as institutional controls
and long-term O&M. Alternatives that involved treatment or excavation and offsite
disposal of buried wastes were not included in detailed evaluations because they were
too costly, not practical, and posed significant potential health risks to the community
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due to the high volume of trucks hauling wastes from the site over a period of years.
Altemnatives 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5 incorporated groundwater monitoring to address current-
groundwater conditions at the site. Alternatives 6 and 7 were identified in the
Supptemental Feasibility Study as stand-alone groundwater altematives for evaluation
as required by the NCP. However, these two alternatives were not retained as separate
remediation alternatives since they did not address containment of buried wastes,
contaminated soils, soil gas, or liquids. The list of alternatives subjected to detailed
evaluation for the revised remedy in the Supplemental Feasibility Study is:

Alternative #1:

Alternative #2.

AROD_061402wpd wpd

NO FURTHER ACTION

The no further action alternative is required by the NCP as a basis
of comparison for ather altematives. Under this alternative, only
limited actions (i.e., fencing) would be taken to restrict access to
the site or reduce the potential for exposure. This alternative would
include continuation of the current site groundwater monitoring
program.

RCRA-EQUIVALENT CAP OVER RESERVOIR (IN AREA 2) AND
MONOFILL (SOIL/ASPHALT/CONCRETE) CAP OVER
PORTIONS OF AREAS 1, 2, 4, 5, 6, 7, AND 8; RESERVOQIR
LEACHATE COLLECTION POINTS; SOIL GAS ENGINEERING
CONTROLS; GROUNDWATER AND SOIL VAPOR
MONITORING; AND INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS [This
alternative was ultimately selected by EPA as the basis for the
Revised Remedy.]

This alternative incorporates a RCRA-equivalent cap to provide
containment for the reservoir area (Area 2} and a monofill cap over
buried waste outside the reservoir area installed in Areas 1, 2, 4, 5,
6, 7, and 8. The monofill cap would cansist of graded soil, asphalt,
and concrete in designated areas. A gas collection system would
be installed under the RCRA-equivalent cap. Extracted gases from
the reservoir area would be treated by an appropriate technology
(e.g., granular activated carbon [GAC]). Passive bioventing wells
would be installed along portions of the perimeter of buried waste
near existing buildings to mitigate the formation of methane gas
and enhance the degradation of organic materials. Valves on
these wells would open during high barometric conditions to allow
oxygen in and closa during low barometric conditions to retain
oxygen, thus “pumping” atmospheric air into the subsurface
formation and driving it towards conditions that maximize aerobic
biodegradation. Leachate Collection Points (LCPs) would be .
instalied to monitor for, collect and remove “free liquids” within
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‘Alternative #3:

buried waste. Sail gas engineering controls would be installed
within existing structures; where engineering controls are not
technically feasible, buildings would be removed. The decision to
provide engineering contrals or remove any particular buitding
would be made during design. Engineering controls may consist of
sealing penetrations in floor slabs, installation of active or passive
venting systems below fioor slabs, installation of positive pressure
HVAC systems and/or physical barriers, and/or ventilation
improvements. Institutional Controls (ICs) would be implemented
to restrict current and future land uses at the site, protect the

. integrity of the cap and soil gas control systems, restrict future use

of shaliow groundwater, and ensure the effectiveness of the
remedy components. Groundwater, soil vapor, and in-business air..
quality monitoring would be conducted. This alternative
anticipates, and would be compatible with, site redevelopment at
some point in the future, for industrial land uses. This alternative
would provide for implementation of remediation facilities as the
first step; redevelopment of the site could follow as a second, but
separate step, by other parties.

RCRA-EQUIVALENT CAP OVER RESERVOIR (IN AREA 2);
REDEVELOPMENT OF AREAS 1, 2 (OUTSIDE OF RESERVOIR),
3, 4, 5, 6, 7. AND 8; RESERVOIR LEACHATE COLLECTION
POINTS; SOIL GAS ENGINEERING CONTROLS;
GROUNDWATER AND SOIL VAPOR MONITORING; AND
INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS

This alternative incorporates a RCRA-equivalent cap to provide
containment for the reservoir area {Area 2). Outside the reservoir
(Areas 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8) the property would be redeveloped by
the City of Santa Fe Springs or private entities. Prior to
redevelopment, the portions of these areas overlying buried waste
would be covered with a monofill (soil) cap, having a minimum
thickness of 2 feet. Pavements and foundations of the new

" --developments would serve to enhance the performance of the

AROD_061402wpd.wpd

monofill cap. A gas coliection system would be installed underthe .
RCRA-equivalent cap and operated as an active system for the first
year and as a passive system thereafter. Collected gases from the
raservoir area would be treated by an appropriate technology (e.g.,
GAC). Passive bioventing wells would be installed along portions
of the perimeter of buried waste near existing buildings to mitigate
the formation of methane gas and enhance the degradation of
organic materials. Valves on these welis would open during high

' barometric conditions to allow oxygen in and close during low
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Altarnative #4.;

AROD_061402wpd.wpd

barometric conditions to retain oxygen, thus “pumping” atmospheric
air into the subsurface formation and driving it towards conditions
that maximize aerobic biodegradation. LCPs would be installed to
monitor, collect, and remove “free liquids” within buried waste.
Some existing buildings in Areas 1, 2, 5, and 8 that are constructed
over buried wastes would be demolished to permit construction of
the soil monofill cap. |Cs would be implemented to restrict current
and future land usas at the site, protect the integrity of the cap and
soll gas control systems, restrict future use of shallow groundwater,
and ensure the effectiveness of the remedy components.
Groundwater, soil vapor, and in-business air quality monitoring
would be conducted. Industrial redevelopment woutd be
incorporated and integrated into the remediation of the site.

RCRA-EQUIVALENT CAP OVER RESERVOIR (IN AREA 2} AND
MONOFILL CAP OVER PORTIONS OF AREAS 2, 4, 5, AND 7,
EXCAVATION/CONSOLIDATION OF BURIED WASTE FROM
AREAS 1, 6 AND 8; REMOVAL OF BUILDINGS UNDERLAIN BY
BURIED WASTE IN AREAS 1 AND 8; RESERVOIR LEACHATE
COLLECTION POINTS; SOIL GAS ENGINEERING CONTROLS;
GROUNDWATER AND SOIL VAPOR MONITORING; AND
INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS

This alternative incorporates a RCRA-equivalent cap to provide
containment for the reservoir area (Area 2). Waste from Areas 1,
6, and 8 wouid be excavated and reconsolidated underneath the
RCRA-equivalent cap in Area 2. Monofill capping consisting of
graded soil, asphalt, and concrete would be installed in Areas 2, 4,
5, and 7. A gas collection system would be installed under the
RCRA-equivalent cap. The system would be operated initially as
an active system, and eventually, with anticipated gas volume
reductions, as.a passive system. Collected gases from the
reservoir area would be treated by an appropriate technology (e.g.,
GAC). Passive bioventing wells would be installed along portions
of the perimeter of buried waste near existing buildings to mitigate
the formation of methane gas and enhance the degradation of
organic materials. . Valves on these wells would open during high
barometric conditions to allow oxygen in and close during low
barometric conditions to retain oxygen, thus “pumping” atmospheric
air into the subsurface formation and driving it towards conditions
that maxirmize aerobic biodegradation. LCPs would be installed to
collect and remove “free liquids™ within buried waste. Soil gas
engineering controls would be installed within existing structures
underlain by waste. Engineering controls might consist of sealing

Page Il - 37

96



Case 2:07-cv-05350-SJO-FFM  Document 12-2 Filed 12/12/2007  Page 49 of 50

Waste Disposal, inc. - Amended Record of Decision

Alternative #5:

Alternative #6:

AROD_061402wpd.wpd

penetrations in floor slabs, installation of active or passive venting
systems below floor slabs, instaliation of positive pressure HVAC
systems and/or physical barriers, and/or ventilation improvements.
ICs would be implemented to restrict current and future land uses
at the site, protect the integrity of the cap and environmental control
systems, restrict future use of shallow: groundwater, and ensure the
effectiveness of the remedy. Groundwater, soil vapor, and in-
business air quality monitoring would be conducted.

RCRA-EQUIVALENT CAP OVER AREA 2 INCLUDING THE
RESERVOIR (IN AREA 2); EXCAVATION/RECONSOLIDATION
OF BURIED WASTE FROM AREAS 1, 4, 5,6, 7, and &;

- RESERVOIR LEACHATE COLLECTION POINTS; SOIL GAS

ENGINEERING CONTROLS; GROUNDWATER AND SOIL
VAPOR MONITORING; AND INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS

This alternative incorporates a RCRA-equivalent cap to provide
containment for the reservoir area (Area 2). Waste from Areas 1,
4,5, 6, 7, and 8 wouid be excavated and reconsolidated .
underneath the RCRA-equivatent cap in the southwestern half of
Area 2. Buildings in Areas 1, 5, and 8 would be demolished. A gas
collection system would be installed under the RCRA-equivalent
cap. Collected gases from the reservoir area would be treated by
an appropriate technology (e.g., GAC). In addition, passive
bioventing wells would be installed along portions of the perimeter
of buried waste near existing buildings to mitigate the formation of
methane gas and enhance the degradation of organic materials.
Valves on these wells would open during high barometric
conditions to allow oxygen in and close during fow barometric
conditions to retain oxygen, thus “pumping” atmospheric air into the
subsurface formation and driving it towards conditions that
maximize aerobic biodegradation. LCPs would be installed to
collect and remove “free liquids” within buried waste. Soil gas
engineering controls would be installed for new developments in
areas underiain by waste material. ICs would be implemented to
restrict current and future land uses at the site, protect the integrity
of the cap and environmental contro! systems, restrict.future use of
shallow groundwater, and ensure the effectiveness of the remedy
components. Groundwater, soil vapor, and in-business air quality
monitoring would be conducted.

GROUNDWATER MONITORING

EPA included this alternative to address groundwater monitosing as
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Alternative #7:

a separate altemnative. This alternative represents the continuation
of currant groundwater monitoring programs and is considered
appropriate for the current groundwater conditions at the site.

Although MCL exceedances have not been demonstrated to be

attributed to the site, the NCP requires an evaluation of the
contamination.

GROUNDWATER EXTRACTION AND TREATMENT

This alternative addresses groundwater only and consists of
extraction and treatment-of groundwater. Alternative #7 was
included in the Supplemental Feasibility Study in case current
groundwater conditions at the site change in the future. The
alternative would include the installation of groundwater extraction
wells located in the portion of the site west of the reservoir (in Area
2). The extraction wells would be placed in the interior of the site to
create an inward hydraulic gradient and capture contaminated
groundwater before it could migrate offsite. Extracted groundwater
would then be treated and reinjected through injection wells located
on the westemn site boundary to create a groundwater boundary on
the downgradient border of the site.

K. Comparative Analysis of Alternatives

1. Comparison of Alternatives for Revised Remedy

EPA promulgated regulations in the NCP that establish a framework of nine evaluation
criteria for selection of a preferred remedial alternative. EPA has reviewed and
compared the alternatives identified in the Supplemental Feasibility Study with respect
to the CERCLA nine evaluation criteria. The nine criteria are: '

- Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment
. Compliance with Applicable, or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements

(ARARS)

Long-term Effectiveness

Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume Through Treatment
Short-term Effectiveness

implementability

Cost

AROD_061402wpd.wpd

State Acceptance
Community Acceptance
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a.

Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment

Overall protection of human health and the environment addresses whether
each alternative provides adequate protection of hurnan health and the
environment and describes how risks through each exposure pathway are
eliminated, reduced, or controlled, through treatment, engineering controls, and
institutional controls.

With the exception of Alternative 1, the No Further Adfion Alternative, all
alternatives are considered to be protactive-of human health and the
environment. They would protect future on-gite populations as well as the

‘nearby community. The use of RCRA-equivalent caps and engineerad capping

systems will provide protection against exposure to wastes, contaminated soils, .
liquids, and subsurface gases. Alternative 5 would provide the greatest levsl of
long-term protection dus to extensive excavation in designated perimater areas
and reconsolidation of waste under the FICFIA-equivalant cap in the reservoir
area. .

Compliance with ARARs

Section 121(d) of CERCLA and NCP §300.430(f)(1){ii)B) require that remedial
actions at CERCLA sites at least attain legally applicable or relevant and
appropriate federal and state requirements, standards, criteria, and limitations
which are collectively referred to as “ARARSs", uniess such ARARs are waived
under CERCLA section 121(d)(4).

Applicable requirements are those cleanup standards, standards of control, and
other substantive requirements, criteria, or limitations promulgated under federal
environmental or state environmental or facility siting laws that specifically
address a hazardous substance, poliutant, contaminant, remedia!l action,
location, or other circumstance found at a CERCLA site. Only those state
standards that are identified by a state in a timely manner and that are more
stringent than federal requirements may be applicable. Relevant and
appropriate requirements are those cleanup standards, standards of control, and
other substantive requirements, criteria, or limitations promulgated under federal
environmental or state environmental or facility siting laws that, while not
“applicable” to a hazardous substance, pollutant, contaminant, remedial action,

‘location, or other circumstance at a CERCLA site address problems or situations

sufficiently similar to those encountered at the CERCLA site that their use is well-
suited to the particular site. Only those state standards that are identified by a
state in a timely manner and that are more stringent than federal requirements
may be relevant and appropriate. :

Several ARARs, although generally applicable or relevant and appropriate to
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remediat actions, do not apply universally to all alternatives. For example,

- ARARs pertaining to groundwater cleanup remedial actions while applying to
Alternatives 6 and 7, do not apply to Alternative 2 since the activities regulated
by such ARARs are not part of Alternative 2,

Additionally, all alternatives, except Alternative 1, have common ARARs
pertaining to design and construction of landfill covers, gas migration control, as
wells as groundwater monitoring. .

All five alternatives except Alternative 1, the No Further Action Alternative, would
comply with their respective faderal, state, and local requirements (ARARs).

c. { ong-term Effectivene Permanence

Long-term effectiveness and permanence refers to expacted residual risk and
the ability of the remedy to maintain reliable protection of human health and the
environment over time, once cleanup levels have been achieved. This criterion
includes consideration of residuatl risk that will remain on-site following
remediation and the adequacy and reliability of controls.

With the exception of Alternative 1, the No Further Action alternative, all .
alternatives would provide long-term effectiveness. Alternative 5 would provide
the greatest level of long-term effectiveness due to extensive excavation and
reconsolidation of waste resulting in smaller capping areas and lower long-term
O&M requirements.

d. Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume Through Treatment

Reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume through treatment refers to the
anticipated performance of the freatment technologies that ‘may be included as
part of the remedy.

With the exception of Alternative 1, the No Further Action alternative, alil
alternatives would reduce the mobility of contamination through use of
containment (capping systems}), liquids and gas collection and extraction,
engineering controis, monitoring, and institutional controls. Alternative § would
provide the greatest level of long-term reduction of mobility through excavation
and reconsolidation of waste under a RCRA-equivalent cap. Alternatives 2, 3, 4,
and 5 provide treatment of gases that are extracted from beneath the RCRA-
equivalent cap for the reservoir in Area 2. In addition, reservoir liquids as well as
other wastes generated from implementation of the remedy wili be collecied,
treated as necessary, and disposed of in accordance with ARARs.
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e. Short-term Effectiveness

Short-term effectiveness addresses the period of time needed to implement the
remedy and any adverse impacts that may be posed to workers, the community,
and the environment during construction and operation of the remedy until
cleanup levels are achieved.

Alternative 1 would result in continued site risks due to no further action. Under
Alternatives 2 and 3, although wastés would be contained by RCRA-equivatent
cap and engineered capping systems, minimal short-term risks would result due
to the wastes remaining in place. Alternative 4 would result in increased short-
term site risks due to potential exposures during excavation and reconsolidation
of waste. Altemative 5 would lead to the greatest short-term risks dueto .
exposures during increased excavation and reconsolidation of waste under
RCRA-equivalent and engineered capping systems.

{. Implementability

implementability addresses the technical and administrative feasibility of a
remedy from design through construction and operation. Factors such as
‘availability of services and materials, administrative feasibility, and coordination
with other governmental entities are also considered.

All alternatives are implementable. However, some face more challenges than
others. Alternative 1 is the most readily implementable, but provides limited
protectiveness. Alternative 2 is readily implementable, and relies upon readily
available and proven capping and containment technologies. Implementation of
Alternative 2 wili provide for City of Santa Fe Springs reviews during the remedial
design process. In addition, to the maximum extent practicable, remedial design
by the WDIG will seek to accommodate redevelopment grading and layout
alternatives that are being evaluated by the City as part of its WDI site
redevelopment master planning. Alternative 3 is implementable in terms of
undertaking the capping components of the remedy, but would face significant
challenges in incorporating redevelopment plans directly into the remedy.
Concurrent implementation of the capping and redevelopment would require
substantial delays in the remedy to allow time for the City to finalize its.
redevelopment plans, identify a developer, enter into development agreements,
work with existing landowners whose businesses could be potentially relocated,
and mobilize for redevelopment. Alternatives 4 and 5 face implementation
difficulties due to excavation and transportation of relatively large volumes of
waste materials. Alternative 5 has the greatest implementation challenge due to
the excavation of the largest quantity of waste. Alternatives 2 through 5 might
face same challenges with implementing institutional controls, but the chailenges
are the same for all of the alternatives, and can most likely be surmounted.
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Those challenges are duse to the large number of parcels of property at the site
and the lack of certainty regarding possible future land disposition and land use
requirements.

g-  Cost Effectiveness

Cost refers to the total net present worth costs associated with capital
expenditures required for the remedy, as well as the annualized costs associated
with O&M. These estimates incorporate 30 years of O&M for comparison
‘purposes.

Table 6: Estimated Costs for Remadial Alternatives *

Alternative Estimated Cost (NPV)

Altarmnative 1 {inciudes monitoring) $2,906,000

Alternative 2 | $7.830,000 >
Alternative 3 $7,396,000 ***
Alternative 4 _ $11,258,000
Alternative 5 $13,237,000

* May 2001 Supplemental Feasibility Study; estimates are order-of-magnitude engineering cost
astimates that are expacted to be within +50 to -30 percent of the actual project cost.

* Based on minor revisions to the revised remedy, the cost estimate shown in the Supplemental
Feasibility study has been increased from $7,542,000 to $7,830,000. Ses Section L below.

*** Exclusive of ralocation and redevelopment-related costs.

There is significant variation in the estimated costs associated with the five
alternatives, ranging between approximately $2,906,000 for Alternative 1 (no
further action) and $13,237,000 for Alternative 5 (containment plus extensive
waste excavation/reconsolidation). '

Alternatives 2 and 3 are considered to be the most cost-effective in terms of
providing long-term protectiveness of public health and the environment and
achieving the remedial objectives for the site. Alternatives 2 and 3 provide
overall long-term protectiveness and minimize the risks associated with
excavation and reconsolidation of on-site wastes.

h. State Acceptance

With the exception of Alternative 1, all alternatives were considered generally
acceptable by the State. Concerns were raised regarding potential delays and
challenges in the coordination of redevelopment activities integrat with the
remadiation involved under Alternative 3. Concerns were also raised regarding
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the short-term risks associated with significant excavation and reconsolidation of
. waste under Altemnatives 4 and 5. The State has provided comment on planning
and conceptual design of alternative systems selected for remediation of the site,

i mmupnity Acceptance

With the exception of Alternative 1, all altematives were considered generally
acceptable by the community. During public meetings, questions were raised about the
effectivenass of containment remedies, and the commentors expressed preferences for
remediation that would physically remove all waste and contaminated soil from the site.
EPA has determined, however, that excavation and removal of all on-site contamination
is not technically or economically practicable. The potential for excavation and oftsite
disposal of all contamination was evaluated in the Supplemental Feasibility Study and .
the costs were estimated at approximately $161,000,000. Additionally, excavation and
removal of all on-site contamination, or even a substantial portion thereof, would create
significant short-term risks associated with exposure to contamination during excavation
and offsite transport. Consistent with the NCP and EPA guidance and directives, -

"including Guidance for Conducting Remedial Investigations/Feasibility Studies for
CERCLA Municipal Landfill Sites (EPA OSWER Directive 9355.3-11, February 1991),

and_Presumptive Remedy for CERCLA Municipal L andfil] Sites (EPA Directive 9355.0-
49FS, September 1993), EPA has selected containment as the presumptive remedy to

address the low-level threat from the site.

Table 7 presents a summary of the comparative evaluation of the Alternatives 1 through
5 that were considered in the Suppiemental Feasibility Study. Alternative 2 has been
selected for the revised remedy because: (1) it provides both short-term and long-term
protectiveness of human heaith and the environment; (2) it complies with ARARs; (3) it
is impiementabie; (4) it is acceptable to the State of California and the local community;
and (5) it is cost-effective.

2. Comparisgn with Original 1993 ROD-Selected Remedy

EPA has selected Alternative 2 for the revised remedy for the WDI site. While many
aspects of the original 1993 ROD remedy are incorporated into the revised remedy, the
revised remedy more effectively addresses the risks posed by the site and is more
protective of human health and the environment, both in the short- and fong-term. Both
remedies include construction of a RCRA-equivalent cap over the reservoir section of
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Abarnative 1 Akernative 2 Aernative 3 Alemative 4 Atternative 5

No-Action RCRA-Equivalent RACRA-Equivalent Extensive Excavation with
ACAA-Equvaleni Capping | Capping with Sie Cagping. with Patial RCRA-Equivalen,
Systoms Radevelopmant Wasts Excavation Capping

Description Inchudas mantoring ACRA-Equivalent Capover | Same a3 Atemative 2 Same g3 Allemative 2, Same a3 Allsmaiive 2, b
o curent conditions | reservair and & monolll bul incorporaies but includes excavation | includes excavation ol al
orly cap over ali other wasts redevelopment.. ofAeas 1,8, &8and | waste oulsice Area 2 and

{(A}. includas ICs and = recorsolidation reconsolidation bansath
groundwaler monitaning - ap.

Overall Protectiveness Not protectve. Protacts futurs on-site Protects future onrsite | Protacts futurg on-site Mot protective of future
Exposas future on- workars and off-site workers and olf-site workers and oif-site on-site workers and ofl-
site and off-sha populstion, popusation. populaticn. site population.
receplors Lo site
contaminants.

Comgliance with State & Does not meeal Comglias with Stata and Complies with Slala Complies with State Complies with State and

Faderal Requirements Ianclill closure Federal requiramerts. and Feceral ancl Foderal Federal reqiremants.

Long-Term Effectivensis Not effective In Eliective in conianmg Effective in containing Effective incontsining - | Mos! eflectivein
conkaming st conlaminalbon baneath comtasmination baneath | contamination bansath conkaining contamination
conlamination. cap. cp. cap. benaath a RCAA-

equivaient cap.

Reduction of Texicity, No reduction in Reduces mobikity of Recuces mobility of Racuces mobiity of Bas| reduction of mobility

Mabllity, or Volume mobiity of contaminanis under RCRA- | comtaminants tunder contaminants under through wasts
contaminants. equivasent and monolill cap | RCRA-squivalent and RCI i and congolication under

{A). monolfl cap.(A). monclill czp {A) RCRA-equivateni cap.
il Shod-Term Moderaie sita nek inimal site sk associated | Minimal cile fek incraased site sk dus Greates! $ figk dus to
Effectiveness due tona action. with eap construclion. associated with cap 1o axcavation of solls axcavation of soils dudng
consinclion. during consolidation corsolidation and cap
and cap consbruction constixction,

implementability Implemeniabie since | kmplamantabla, bul with implemanizble only & Implemeniable bot dificult ,J
no-aclion altemative. | polentiatly difficult occupant | City procesds with difficull conroling SXpIsUNeS

relocation issues. redevelopmant. axposunas dud during conslruction, and
Uses sstabkshed capping Potentistty ifficull construction, and with with dfficull occupant
tachaclogies. dasign and . dilticull occupant relocation Ksues.

impiemeniation relocation issuss.

coordination issues.

May invoive substantial

dalays for remedy

Cost (30-Year) §2,906,000 $7.830,000 (E} $7,295,000 $11,258,000 $13.237.000

(8}, (C), O

State Accaplance No Yos Yeos Yes | Yes

Community No Yes Yes Yes Yes

Accaptance

- ___

Notes:
{A} The "monofili cap™ ia termed “sngineerad cap” in EPA'S revisad remedy for this Amended ROD.
{B} Doas not inciude redevelopment costs
(C) Retarence: May 2001 Supplemental Feasiility Study
(0) Cosl satimates are based oh the best available i moardqu&amidﬂabdmpodﬂunmwmmm chnmninlrnmuhmnumlim
10 occir &8 4 resuit of new Information and data colected ing the 3 ARG Of Hhe remadial at i Mn}or h may ba ¢ d in the form
of a memorandum in the Administrative Record file, an Explanation of Sionim:anl Differance (ESD} oran A dad . Estimy are order-of-magnituds
mlmcdmmnummthlmomwhuitnnmm—mpelcaﬁolmlr.lud COst, ’
(E) Since comp ef the S Fu:lblletudmemofﬂanpoudPhn.EPAhurmdonimrmsbmtow.mpomdnﬁmeﬂnf
ﬂ;m::'mdy ms—rmooownmooo See Seciion L of this Amended ROD

s P J cosls.
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Area 2; however, the revised remedy does not incorporate extensive excavation of
buried wastes outside the reservoir-and reconsolidation of waste beneath the cap. in
this respect, the revised remedy is more protective in the short-term because it
eliminates short-term exposure to wastes that could result from significant excavation
and consolidation. Under the revised remedy, buried waste outside the reservoir will be
capped in situ using several engineered capping systems, including engineered-graded
soils, asphalt, and concrete. -

The revised remedy also addresses risks posed by soil gas by including selsction of soil
gas standards and installation of (a) a gas collection and extraction system under the
RCRA-equivalent cap and (b) a passive bioventing system (or active soil vapor
extraction systems if bioventing proves ineffective based on soil gas monitoring) in
certain areas outside of the reservoir {(in Area 2).

The revised remedy adds to the original remedy a liquids collection system to collect
leachate and free liquids for offsite treatment and disposal at facilities approved by
EPA. The revised remedy also includes implementation of engineering controls, such
as physical barriers and ventilation systems, in existing buildings over buried waste. If
. such controls are not feasible, buildings may have to be demolished.and removed. In
some cases, in order to instail engineering controls, temporary relocation of the building
facilities would be necessary. Both the original and the revised remedy provide for ICs
to limit exposure 10 buried wastes and contaminants remaining on-site. Under the
revised remedy, the ICs would include easements and environmental restrictions to be
recorded on the properties at the site, as well as local ordinances and regulations
prohibiting certain uses of the site and groundwater. Finally, the revised remedy
provides for long-term groundwater monitoring and long-term monitoring and O&M of all
remedy components. Table 8 provides a comparison of the elemeants of the remedy
selected in the 1993 ROD and the revised remedy selected in this Amended ROD.

Table 9 provides a summary comparison in terms of the CERCLA 9-point criteria
between the original 1993 remedy and the revised remedy addressed in this Amended
ROD.- '

L. Revised Remedy

1. Rationale for the Revised Remedy

Based on the requirements of CERCLA, the detailed analysis of the alternatives using
the nine criteria specified in the NCP, and public comments, EPA has selected
Alternative 2 as the basis for the revised remedy for the WDI site. Alternative 2
provides both long-term and short-term protectiveness of human heaith and the
environment. The use of RCRA-equivalent and engineered capping systems will
provide containment to minimize the potential for exposure to buried wastes,
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COMPARISON BETWEEN COMPONENTS OF ORIGINAL 1993 SELECTED REMEDY

AND REVISED REMEDY

WASTE DISPOSAL, INC. SUPERFUND SITE

78,000 ¢y} baneath a ACRA-squivalent cap to be
ingtaded over main resenvolr in Area 2.

Activity/Component 1993 Selected Remedy Revised Remedy
Excavation of Wasts & Contamninated Excavation of wists in designated arsas 1o achieve - -
Soils cleanup saNdards

Waste Reconsokdation Reconsokidation of excavated materials (pprox.

RCRA-Equivalent Cap

nstalation of & RCRA-equivalent cap over the
tasesvoir, other designatad areat in Area 2, and
soma minor portions of the parimater covering
approvimately 17 acres {750,000 squase fset) of the
site.

nstalation of & RCEA-equlvalnt cap over
reservolr in Azea 2 (approx. 306,000 square
foot).

Extraction & Treatment of Subsurtace
Gaset (Area 2)

Placement of perforatad piping for pasaive gas
extraction of subsurface pases throughout area to be
capped i necessary. Use of flaring and additional
treatmant if necessary to meet performance
standards. Monitoring of gasas and, it required,
instalstion of an active sxtraction system.

Ingtasetion of 8 gas migration control system
under & ACRA-aquivalent cap. Systom willbs
designad to be an active sysiem (mechanical
bicwet/vacuum drivan) and inciuds treatment of
gas emissions with Granular Activaled Carbon
(GAC), conversion to & passive gas (non
mechanical driven) migration control systam wil
be considerad afts! one year depending on gas
volumes and gas smission rates.

I of long-term gat monttoring as
part of O&M .

Extraction & Treatment of Subsurface
Gases (Ouiside Area 2)

Monitaring of gases emanating from the sits end
instakation of an active exiraction system i required.

In casignated areas outside of reservoir ares,
installation of paxsiva bioventing Systems or
activa soll vapor extraction (SVE) wells with
treatment. implameantation of long-tarm gas
monitoring as part of O&M including monitoring
of amblent air in onsite bulldings.

Liquids Management Systems

Instakation of a Bquids coflection systam under
the cap [in Area 2) to coliact lsachate and tree
Nquids for offsita treaiment anci disposal at &
facitty approved by EPA.

Engneared Capping Systerns

nstakation of engineered capping systems in
Araas 1,2, 4,5, 6, 7, 8 (approx. 838,000 squars
foat), outeide of resarvair; inchuding enginestad
pracad soll, asphak, and concrete capping
aystems, .

Engineering Controls

Implamentation of engineering contrels including
plrysical barriers and ventilation aystams at
and/or within axisting and new bulkdings
ovarlying or ajecent to waste. Damolition and
rermoval of some axisting atructures may be
required where enginsering controls are not
{amsible.

Acoass & Institutional Controls (Cs)

Implementation of ICS 10 control future land use,
protect tha integrity of the cap, pravent exposurs 10
contaminated soils, and prohibit shaliow groundwater

Implementation of approved 1Cs 1o contro! future
fand use. protect the intagrity of the cap,
prevent exposure to comaminated soils, and
prohibit )

use. shaow groundwater use.

Grounagwater Monitanng - Impistmentation of long-term proundwatar
monitoring program

Operahons and maintenance {O&M) - implementiation of lohg-{erm O&M.

ARARs

Hazardous Waste Control Agt (Heakh and Salaty
Codes, Div. 20, Chapter 6.5, State squivalent of
RCAA, Ceffornia Code of Reguiations {CCRy) Titls
22} California Integrated Wasts Management Board

Inchudas and refines ARARS from 1883 ROD:
CIWMB CCR Title 14 combined with SWRCB
reguiations imo CCR Titie 27; adds
groundwatar monitoring requinemerts om

(CIWMB), CCR Title 14; Porler-Cologne Water ' CCRa Tite 22 and Thie 27.
Quality Act; South Coast Air Quality Management
Board (SCAQMB) nules.
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9-POINT CERCLA CRITERIA COMPARISON BETWEEN ORIGINAL 1993 REMEDY
AND AMENDED PREFERRED REMEDY
WASTE DISPOSAL, INC. SUPERFUND SITE

containment of all known waste.

Description Origlnaity Selected Remedy Atiemative 2 (Praferred)
Excavation and reconsoidation ol waste | RGRA-Equivatent Cap over feservoir (Area 2) and
outside of Area 2 under 8 RCRA-squivalent | engineaved soil, asphalt, and concreta capping
cap in Area 2 with passiva soil gas systams over all other wasts. Gas migration contro!,
cotiaction and moniloring. leachate control, sob gas and groundwalar
, D&M, and institutional controls,
Overall Protectiveness Not protactive. Ooes not addrass significant PM future on-ite workars and efi-site
previously undetecied waste outside Area population. Addresses wastes found outside of Aea
2, , 2.
Compllance with Stats & Federal Doés not maet landf closura requirements | Complies with state and federal requirements. -
Requirements sinca it did not address all on-sile waste.
Long-Term Eflectiveness Not effactive in containing all known site Effectiva in containing contamanation beneath caps.
"I Reduction of Toxiclty, Mobliity, or Volume Limited reduction of moblity of Substantially reduces mobikity of contaminants under
contaminants due to incormiplels RCRA-equivalent cap and engineered capping

systems.

Short-Term Moderats site risk due to incomplete Minimal risk of expasure to wastes during cap
Effectiveness containment of all known waste; miimal construction.
: fisis becausa of exposure during

oonstruction/excavation. .

Implementabllity Usas establishad capping tachnologias. Uses established capping, gas control, leachats
. cotlection, and monitoring technologies.
Potantially difficult relocation issuas.

Cost{30-Year} $5,170,950* $7.8306,000*
State Acceptance Yas {1933) Yes{(2002) *

Not acoeplable. Concems and additional Genarally acoaptabla (with mitigation (a.9., line-of-

Community Acceplance

infomation raised by community and
commentors.

sight barrier] for community impacts}

Notes:
* 1803 cost estimate

—

** Revised from May 2001 Supplemental Feasibility Study. See Section L of this Amended ROD.

Amended ROD 06/02
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contaminated soils, and subsurface gases. The use of liquids and soul gas collection
and extraction systems will remove and treat liquids and vapor associated with the site.
Because there is no indication that the site has contributed to exceedances of
groundwater standards, only monitoring will be undertaken to address groundwater.
The containment systems, however, will prevent the infiltration of rainwater which might
otherwise contribute to groundwater contamination by flushing contaminants present in
vadose zone soils below the water table. ICs will be implemented to protect the
integrity of the capping systems, restrict future land use, restrict potential future
groundwater use, and ensure access for ongoing O&M activities.

Alternative 2 complies with ARARs and is implementable using readily available and
proven capping technologies. Engineering controls will be installed to prolect on-site
businesses from soil gas emissions. Alternative 2 is cost-effective, providing-a high
level of protectiveness at reasonable cost. Alternative 2 also considers cutrent and
future iand uses and anticipates the likelihood that the WD! site will be targeted for
industrial redevelopment by other parties. At the same time, implementation of
Alternative 2 is not dependant on successful redevelopment activities as is Altemative
3.

2. Description of the Revised Remedy

The revised remedy under this Amended ROD addresses the increased lateral extent
of waste material and soil gas outside of the reservoir and Area 2, including additionat
waste containment and gas collection, extraction, and migration control systems
beyond those identified in the original ROD. Capping will be implemented through the
use of a RCRA-equivalent cap over the reservoir {in Area 2) with the addition of several
types of other engineered capping systems beyond the reservoir. Based on additional
information abtained since the original 1993 ROD, the extent and volume of waste are
sufficiently great that it is not practicai or cost-effective to excavate waste from the site
perimeter for reconsolidation beneath the cap in Area 2. An analysis of a partial
excavation alternative (Alternative 4) was performed in the Supplemental Feasibility
Study and evaluated in the Proposed Plan. EPA determined that this excavation
alternative was significantly more costly (over $11 million), posed a number of risks,
and would not provide sufficient benefits to warrant the substantial additional costs
compared to containment. The revised remedy in the Amended ROD also addresses
soit gas collection, treatment, and migration control systems and adopts sail gas
performance standards. Gas collection and extraction systems wiil be instalied to
remove and freat soil vapor from beneath the capped areas in the reservoir area.
Passive gas migration control systems (e.g. bioventing wells) or active gas extraction
systems (soil vapor extraction systerns) will be installed outside of the reservoir and
Area 2. In-business air will be monitored to ensure protectiveness of the gas migration
or gas extraction components. A liquids collection system will be installed to collect
leachate and free liquids from within the reservoir boundary. Institutional controls will
be implemented to prevent exposure 1o waste and to protect the integrity of the
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components. '

As a final remedy, the revised remedy also includes long-term O&M of all environmental
control systems associated with the site to ensure that all systems are functioning
effectively and to control access to the site. Long-term monitoring of remedial systems
will be conducted to demonstrate that performance standards and ARARs are
achieved. Based on these monitaring results, EPA may require implementation of
additional remedial systems and corrective actions as required to assure that
performance standards and ARARS are sustained. Long-term O&M includes work
needed to provide aesthetic mitigation measures to minimize community impacts and
ensure that site systems are aesthetically compatible with the surrounding land uses to
the maximum extent practicable. :

3. Components of the Revised Remedy

a. RCRA-equivalent Cap (Reservoir - Area 2): Capping is EPA’s presumptive
remedy for landfills. Consistent with the NCP and EPA guidance, including
Guidance for Conducting Remedial Investigations/Feasibility Studies for
CERCLA Municipal Landfill Sites (EPA OSWER Directive 8355.3-11, February
1981}, and Presumptive Remedy for CERCLA Municipal { andfill Sites (EPA

Directive 9355.0-49FS, September 1993), the remedy uses containment to
address the low-level threat from the site. This remedy incorporates a RCRA-

equivalent cap to provide containment for the reservoir portion of Area 2. The
cap shall be designed to meet RCRA-equivalent engineering and performance
standards for hazardous waste containment, and include a composite, muitiple-
layered barrier that will incorporate an engineered system including a
geosynthetic layer (e.g., a geosynthetic clay layer [GCL]) and additional earthen
materials designed to prevent direct exposure to buried waste and minimize
surface water infiltration.

The proposed RCRA-equivalent cap will cover an estimated 306,000 ft? area at
the WDI site, The equivalent cap design will include generically the following
layers, from top to bottom: '

]

A 2-foot thick vegetative layer (sloped to drain)

A drainage layer _

A multiple-component composite barrier layer

A gas collection layer ' -

A foundation layer (a minimum of 2 feet thick above buried waste material) .

Several alternative designs for the RCRA-equivalent cap are shown in Figure 8.
Exact specifications for the RCRA-equivalent cap will be finalized during the
remedial design process. Design submittals will include (1) evaluations of
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alternative RCRA-equivalent capping designs, and (2) demonstrations that the
proposed capping design will achieve the general performance objectives and
specific performance standards for RCRA hazardous waste landfili covers.
Monitoring will be conducted to evaluate compliance with cap performance
standards and ARARs. '

b. Engineered Capping System: The “engineered capping system” (referred to in _
the Proposed Plan and the Supplemental Feasibility Study as a “‘monofill cap”), is
a generic term intended to include several different capping configurations. The
engineered capping systems may include an evapotranspirative graded soil
monofill cover (or “monocover” that uses low conductivity soils and vegetation to
control subsurface infiitration), a multi-layered soil cap, asphalt, and/or concrete,
that will be utilized to cap different areas of the site. Capping systems for areas...
outside the reservoir (in Area 2) will be designed to achieve performance
standards for RCRA solid waste landfills, including a 1-foot thick barrier layer
with a hydraulic conductivity of 10* centimeters per second (cm/sec). Several
alternative designs for the RCRA-equivalent caps are shown in Figure 8. The
exact design and specifications for the engineered capping systems will be
finalized during the remedial design process. Design submittals will include (1)
evaluations of alternative capping designs, and (2) demonstrations that the
proposed capping designs will achieve the general performance objectives and
specific performance standards for RCRA solid waste landfill covers.

The engineered capping system wili contain areas underlain by waste materials
in Areas 1, 2, 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8. A total of approximately 638,240 square faet (ft?)
of area will be covered by these capping systems. The waste materials at the
site are presently covered by approximately one to fifteen feet of fill material.
This fill material is random in nature ranging from fine grain soil to gravel with
construction debris. The fill material may satisfy the performance requirements
for a soil monofiil cap. The engineered capping systems will be designed to
promote drainage and, with suitable vegetation, minimize erosion, accommodate
settling and subsidence, and function with a minimum of maintenance.

During design and construction of the engineered capping systems, the existing
-fill material will be analyzed at a frequency intended to assure that it complies
with the appropriate engineering propetties and designated performance
requirements for hydraulic conductivity, compaction, density, moisture content,
and structurat loading. Material for the soil monocover wilf be excavated,
reconditioned, replaced, and compacted. Areas containing unsuitable materials
will be reconditioned. If waste is encountered, it will be removed and
reconsolidated under an engineered cap; waste materials will not be
incorporated in any engineered cap. Surfaces will be regraded, where
necessary, to improve drainage. The surfaces will also be vegetated with
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drought-resistant native plants to provide protection against erosion. if an
irrigation system is required, the system will be carefully controlled to prevent
over-watering, which could lead to increases in the amount of liquids in contact
with the waste. In areas that are currently covered by paving or foundations, the
"asphalt and/or concrete will be evaluated for sarviceability, and specifications for
rehabititation and improvement as necessary to meet the performance standards
for engineered capping systems will be finalized during remedial design.
Features of the existing surface cover for the site are shown on Figure 10.

¢.  Gas Collection & Extraction (Reservoir in Area 2): A soil gas coliection and
extraction system will be installed beneath the RCRA-equivalent cap that will
consist of a geocomposite gas collection layer and-a network of collector pipes
installed immediately beneath the geomembrane barrier layer. A conceptual
layout for the gas collection system is shown on Figure 11. Initially, this gas
collection system will be operated as an active system by using a blower to
create a negative pressure on the system. The extracted gases from the
reservoir area will be treated by an appropriate technology {e.g., Granular
Activated Carbon [GAC]) to achieve ARARs for emissions. The engineering
details of the system will be determined during remedial design. Monitoring of
COCs in gas emissions during O&M will be conducted to demonstrate that the
gas control system complies with ARARs.

Following the first year of operation, EPA may determine that the gas volumes
and gas emission rates are low enough so that the biower operation could be
terminated and the system run as a passive gas collection system. The active
extraction system would be shutdown in phases including steps for intermittent
(i.e., pulsing) operations, before transition to a passive system would be
completed. Implementation of changes to system operations and gas treatment
(i.e., transitioning to a passive system, and modification or suspension of gas
treatment) will be required to comply with ARARs and Performance Standards
and be subject to prior EPA review and approval.

d. Liquids Collection, Treatment, and Disposal: System components will be
provided for storage, handiing, and treatment (as necessary) of wastes
generated from implementation of the revised remedy. The liquids collection
system will include LCPs that consist of recovery wells to be installed within the
reservoir boundary (in Area 2) to monitor for the existence of free-liquids within
the buried waste. The reservoir liquids extracted from the reservoir LCPs, as
well as other wastes generated during the revised remedy, wilt be characterized,
stored, treated, and disposed of in accordance with chemical-specific ARARS.
Hazardous waste criteria incorporated in the ARARs are applicable to site liquids
for the purposes of determining handling and off-site disposal requirements. Off-
site disposal will be at facilities approved by EPA. Locations for the LCPs and
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other liquids collection system components will be established during the
remedial design.

e. Engineering Controis: Engineering controls will be installed in existing buildings
to minimize the potential for exposure to buried wastes and soil gas. Some of
the existing buildings are constructed over the buried waste materials. Where
technically feasible, these buildings will be provided with engineering controls to
prevent the potential build-up of soil gases in their interiors. The engineering
controls may consist of sealing penetrations in the floor slabs, installation of
passive or active gas venting systems below floor siabs, installation of positive
pressure heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC) improvements, or
some combination of these controls to be determined during remedial design.
in-business air wiil continue to be monitored to assure that the soil gas migration.,
control or gas extraction systems (see discussion below in paragraph 3. {. of this
section) remain protective of human health and are functioning effectively.

The northwestern portion of the reservoir area is covered with an asphalt parking
lot (approximately 3 acres) that is currently used for recreational vehicie storage.
EPA expects that this vehicle storage facility will require relocation to aliow for
construction of the RCRA-equivalent cap and engineered capping systems in
Area 2.

Where it is not technically feasible to retrofit the existing structures to instali
engineering controls, the existing structures shall be demolished and removed,
and an engineered cap constructed over the buried waste. The decision
conceming whether to provide engineering controls or remove particular existing
buildings will be finalized during remedial design. Criteria to be considered in
determining which structures may need to be demolished include:

. Structures that are located over waste or contaminated soil;

. Structures that are susceptible to the build-up of soil gas emissions;

. Structures with concrete foundation slabs that are severely cracked or
damaged,; _

. Structures with designs that preclude retrofitting to install engineering
controls;

. Structures with internal equipment that precludes instailation of
engineering controis;

. Structures that would preclude or interfere with construction and O&M of
the remedy;

Any permanent or temporary reiocations of businesses at the site necessary for
implementation of the remedy as revised in this Amended ROD shall be
undertaken in a manner consistent with policies of the Uniform Relocation
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Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act (42 U.S.C. §§ 4600 et
seq) and its implementing regulations (49 CFR §§ 24 et seq). Any persons
displaced as a direct result of the remedy as revised in this Amended ROD shall
be treated fairly, consistently and equitably. ,

Access to the WDI site will be controlled through the use of appropriate physical
barriers, such as fences and walls, that will be designed to be aesthetically
compatible with existing and anticipated future land uses.

Mitigation of site impacts will inciude construction of.a barrier (landscaping in
combination with other appropriate structures) that blocks a direct-line-of-sight
between the site and the adjacent high school, playing fields, and parking lot. In
addition, the barrier will prevent drainage from flowing onto the high school
property, and will reduce transmission of noise and limit visual access to the
school playing fields and parking lot for enhanced school facility security.

f. Gas Migration Control or Additionat Gas Extraction Systems (Outside of the
Reservoir in Area 2): tn addition to the gas collection and extraction systeins

that will be installed under the cap for the reservoir, passive gas migration control
or active gas extraction systems will be installed around the perimeter of the
engineered capping systems outside of the reservoir. These systems wili reduce
generation of methane, enhance biodegradation of hydrocarbons, and prevent
migration of gases beyond buried waste perimeters and site boundaries. These
controls will inciude passive bioventing wells, soil vapor extraction systems, or
other appropriate technology as necessaty to comply with performance
standards and ARARSs for soil gas emissions. A conceptual layout of bioventing
well locations is shown on Figure11. Monitoring for COCs in soil gas during
O&M will be conducted to assure that gas extraction or gas migration control
systems comply with performance standards (see discussion below in this
Section) and ARARs. The revised remedy incorporates in-business air quality
monitoring. The layout of vapor monitoring weli locations will be developed
during remedial design. Location of monitoring points, frequency of sampling,
methods of analyses, and procadures for data evaluation and reporting will also
be determined during remedial design. ‘

g. Institutional Controls: Institutional controls will be impiemented in order to
ensure the long-term integrity of the remedy and to prevent exposure to waste
remaining at the site.

The objectives of institutional controls for the WD site are:

. To provide notification to all potential site users of the presence of
hazardous m_aterials and on-site contamination;
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To provide notification to potential site users concerning the presence and
location of all remedial systems;

To expressly prohibit residential tand use on any part of the site and limit
future uses to certain industrial activities; )

" To minimize the potential for exposure of future site users to site related

hazardous materials (including waste materials, groundwater, and/or soil
gas emissions); '

To protect the integrity of the remedy from any activity that may interfere
with the effective O&M of remedial control and monitoring-systems;

To provide access to the site for appropriate regulatory agencies and .
responsible parties engaged in approved remedial actions and monitoring
activities.

To implement these objectives, EPA anticipates that restrictive covenants will be
executed and recorded on all of the properties at the WDH site, as well as any
other properties which EPA determines may require institutional controls to
achieve the objectives fisted above. The restrictive covenants shall run with the
tand and be enforceable under California law (including California Civil Code
Section 1471) against all future property owners and tenants. EPA shall oversee
compliance with the use restrictions. The restrictive covenants shall provide for
access by EPA and the State, as well as by PRPs conducting the remedial
action, and their contractors, for the following purposes:

1. Monitoring the remedial action, and monitoring and O&M; -

2. Verifying any data or information submitted to EPA or the State;

3. Conducting investigations relating to contamination at or near the site;
4, Obtaining samples; :
5. Assessing the need for, planning, or implementing additional response
actions at or near the site;

6. Assessing implementation of quality assurance and quality control

practices as defined in the approved Quality Assurance Project Plans;

7. Impiementing the remedial action, monitoring, and O&M; "

8. Assessing compliance with the access easements and environmental
restrictions; and

8. Determining whether the site or other property is being used in a
manner that is prohibited or restricted by the environmental restrictions, or
that may need to be prohibited or restricted.

The land use restrictions in the restrictive covenants shall inciude compliance by
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all users of the properties with the following restrictions:

1. Piacement of waming signs or other posted information shall be
allowed and, once posted, no removal or interference with such signs or
information shall be permitted. '
2 Placement of site access controls, such as gates or fencing, shall be
allowed and shall not be damaged or circumvented.
3. The site or such other property shall not be used in any manner that
may interfere with or affect the integrity of the remedial cap or other
components of the remedy, as constructed pursuant to this Amended

. ROD. . :
4. Construction not approved by EPA that impacts any of the remedial
capping or other remedy components shall not occur.
5. No interference with or alterations to the grading, vegetation and
surface water and drainage controls shall be made without the prior
written approval of EPA. ‘
6. Portions of the site or such other adjacent property underlain by waste
materials or in soil gas noncompliance areas shall not be regraded without
the prior written approval of EPA,
7. Areas of asphalt or concrete pavement shali not be removed or
improved without the prior written approval of EPA.
8. No penetrations or interferences (including, but not limited to, utility
trench excavations, excavations for fence posts, excavations for planting
trees or large bushes, foundation excavations, and foundation piles) within
the remadial cap or any other areas with remedial controls shall occur
without the prior written approval of EPA.
9. Deep-rooting plants (plants whose root systems will penetrate more
than two feet below ground surface) shall not be planted without the prior
written approval of EPA.
10. Approval from EPA must be obtained for settings of irrigation controls.
Such settings shall not be changed without the prior written approval of
EPA. _
11. Drainage channels and pipes shall not be blocked, rerouted or
otherwise interfered with without the prior written approval of the EPA.
12. No new openings shall be made in building fioor stabs in buildings
located over waste materials or over soil gas noncompliance areas
without the prior written approval of EPA. :
13. The integrity of existing and future foundations shall be maintained in
areas underlain by waste materials or in soil gas noncompliance areas.
gll gré\cks or damage in such foundations shall be reported to EPA and

T . ' . .

14. Indoor gas controls shail not be circumvented.
15. Indoor gas sensors or alarms shall not be turned off or interfered with.
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16. Soil gas control systems shall not be tumed off or interfered with.
17. Monitoring points, including but not limited to groundwater monitoring
wells, soil gas probes, reservoir (in Area 2) leachate collection wells, soil
gas vents, and survey monuments, shall not be blocked or otherwise
obstructed. : '
18. Monitoring wells shall not be opened; nothing shall be placed into the
monitoring wells except by authorized personnel permitted to monitor the
wells.
19. Liquids recovery systems, liquids treatment systems, and treated
liquids storage faciiities shall not be turned off or interfered with.
20. Groundwater supply or monitoring wells shall not be constructed
without the prior written approval of EPA, and there shall be no extraction
of or injection into groundwater on the site.
21. Owners of the site or any portion thereof shall disclose all institutional
controls to all tenants on the property.
22. Owners of the site or any portion thereof shali inform EPA of the
_ identities of all tenants on the property. :
23. During construction, excavation, or grading of any type, measures
shall be taken to ensure that there is no offsite migration of dust, odors or
organic vapors. During such activities, appropriate measures shall be
taken to protect the health and welfare of on-site personnel and workers
and to prevent offsite impacts. -
24. Prior written approval must be obtained from EPA for all building or
site modifications. '
25. Waste materials shall not be excavated without the prior written
approval of and supervision by EPA.
26. - No new construction shall occur on the site without the prior written
approval of EPA.
(a) New construction shali be supported by subsurface
explorations and analytical laboratory data to characterize the
construction area for the possible existence of waste materials.
(b) If contaminants are discovered in the construction area, they
shall be remediated or buildings and structures must be
appropriately designed to protect occupants.
(c) Appropriate worker and public health and safety precautions,
including but not limited to dust control, safety plans, and other
forms of worker protection, must be taken prior to approval of
construction. _
27.- Boreholes, foundation piles, or other subsurface penetrations into the
reservoir (in Area 2) or any other area of the site which could create
conduits allowing wastes to migrate to groundwater shail not be made
without the prior written approval of EPA,
28. Construction workers shall be provided with appropriate personal
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protective equipment while they are working at the site.

29. Pesticides or herbicides shall not be applied to the capped areas of
the site or to areas surrounding monitoring points without the prior written
approval of EPA.

.30. Use of any septic tanks on the property shall be discontinued and
such tanks shall be decommissioned in accordance with local regulations.
31. The site or such other property shall not be used or redevéloped for
residential use; use as a hospital, school for people aged 21 and under, of
day care center; or other uses by sensitive receptors. ' .

in addition, EPA will work with the City of Santa Fe Springs to ensure that the
City's master pian for-redevelopment of the site is consistent with the institutional
control objectives described in this Amended ROD. EPA may also work with the .
City of Santa Fe Springs to develop ordinances to prohibit residential use; use as
a hospital, school for people aged 21 and under, or day care center, or other
uses by sensitive receptors, and to limit activities on the site that have not been
approved by EPA.

h. Long-term Groundwater Monitoring: Long-term groundwater monitoring will be
conducted to ensure that the site does not contribute to exceedances of
groundwater standards. The primary goal of groundwater monitoring will be to
detect, as early as possible, releases or migration of contaminants from WDI
sources (e.g., buried reservoir in Area 2, buried waste areas, and soil gas to
groundwater). The monitoring program will meet the requirements of a detection
monitoring program as specified in State of California regulations for interim
status hazardous waste management units or facilities. A groundwater
monitoring plan shall be developed that outlines a list of parameters to be
sampled and analyzed for, methodology, monitoring frequency, and statistical
analyses. Objectives of the long-term groundwater monitoring program include:

. Establish a detection monitoring program to monitor potential release,
leaching, or migration of contaminants from on-site waste sources to
groundwater,

. Comparison of groundwater monitoring data with groundwater MCLs;

. Coliection of groundwater elevation data to monitor and document

conditions or changes in groundwater flow and potential contaminant
migration; and '

. Maintain a historical record of groundwater quality data to assess the
performance and effectiveness of the soil gas and landfill cover remedial
actions that will be implemented for site closuré.
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Long-term Q&M: Long-term operations and maintenance (O&M) will be
implemented to monitor remedial systems and to ensure that the remedy is

- functioning effectively. Operations and maintenance will be performed to

achieve and sustain ARARs and Performance Standards for all capping
systems, leachate and liquids collection and monitoring systems, gas collection
and soil gas monitoring systems, groundwater monitoring, engineering controls,
irrigation, surface water management and drainage, site access and security,
grading, landscaping, use restrictions, and visual impact mitigation.

- Cleanup and Performance Standards

Soil Standards

This Amended ROD does not retain the soil cieanup standards adopted in the
1993 ROD. Since the revised remedy relies on in-situ capping of wastes rather
than removal, reconsolidation, treatment, or off-site disposal of extensive -
quantities of buried wastes, EPA determined that soil cleanup standards would
not be applicable for implementation of the revised remedy.

Soit Gas Performa tandards

Provisional soil gas performance standards were developed by EPA in1999,
This Amended ROD adopts those provisional standards as the performance
standards for soil gas by using the Regicn 9 EPA preliminary remediation goals
(PRGs) for ambient air (EPA, 2000) and applying an attenuation factor of 100 to
account for the dilution of a soil gas contaminant to in-business air. This factor is
based on modeling that was performed in EPA’s 1989 Final Endangerment
Assessment. This value has been compared against literature values; Little et

-al. (1992) suggests a range of attenuation (0.4 to 0.0004) that could be used for

a building at 100 meters distance from a landfill source. As is apparant from this
survey, the value assumed for purposes of establishing soil gas performance
standards for this Amend ROD falls on the conservative end of this range. Table
10 presents soil gas performance standards for COCs at the WD site.

The following criteria were used to develop these standards:

. if a chemical is a known carcinogen, the PRG at the 1x10° risk level was
multiplied by an attenuation factor of 100;

. If a chemical is a probable carcinogen, the PRG at the 1x107 risk level
was multiplied by an attenuation factor of 100;
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. If the chemical is a possible carcinogen, the PRG at the 1x10™ risk level
was multiplied by an attenuation factor of 100;

. If the chemical is a noncarcinogen, the PRG at a hazard quotient of 0.2
was multiplied by an attenuation factor of 100. A hazard quotient of 0.2 is
used to take into account exposures to up to five chemicals that are co-
located on the site; a hazard quotient of 0.2 is often used by Cal EPA in
setting other health-risk based standards such as MCLs for drinking water.

These soil gas performance standards will be applied outdoors in areas near
selected buildings and along the perimeter of the site. As part of the revised
remedy, gas migration or soil gas extraction including systems for collection, .
extraction, and treatment of gases (from the reservoir in Area 2 as well as areas
outside of the reservoir perimeter) will be implemented and monitored as
necessary to attain and sustain these performance standards at near-building
locations and at the perimeter of the site. Location of monitoring wells for
determination of compliance with these soil gas performance standards will be
determined during remedial design.

Groundwater Monitoring .

The remedy incorporates groundwater monitoring for analyses of the COCs
listed in Table 2. Groundwater monitoring will be conducted as part of the
revised remedy in order to detect changes in the current groundwater conditions
at the site and determine if the site is causing exceedances in groundwater

" MClLs.

The groundwater monitoring program will include the following elements:

Background wells to monitor and document the quality of groundwater that has
not been affected by an on-site release;

Point of Compliance (POC) Wells (downgradient edge of buried wastes, and
screened within the uppermost aquifer) to be monitored for detection of potential
releases and impacts to groundwater from site-related waste sources;

Near-Source Detection Wells to detect potential site-related releases before
impacts are measured at the POC;

Verification Wells or Guard Wells for monitoring downgradient property line wells
to ensure that site contaminants (if present in groundwater) do not migrate off-
site and potentially impact private or municipal water supply wells.-
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The groundwater monitoring well network will be determined during remedial
design.

The groundwater monitoring program will require evaluation and reporting of all
sampling data for EPA review. in the event that changed groundwater conditions
are detected as a result of releases for the site, EPA may require additional
groundwater sampling and the installation of additional monitoring wells.

5. Summary of Estimated Remedy Costs

As reported in the May 2001 Supplemental Feasibility Study, the capital and. O&M costs
for Alternative 2 were estimated at approximately $7,542,332. A present worth analysis
was performed for each remedial alternative. A discount factor was applied to itemize -
expenditures for each of the alternatives that occur beyond the base year over the
period of analysis. All costs for the alternativas during the period of analysis are related
to a common base year. This allows the cost of the final remedial action to be
compared on the basis of a single figure representing the amount of money that, if
invested in the base year and disbursed as needed, would be sufficient to cover all
costs associated with the remedial action and O&M over its pianned life.

In conducting the present worth analysis for future costs, assumptions were made
regarding the selection of the discount rate and the period of performance. For the
WDI site, the discount rate of 3.5 percent was selected based on the difference
between the Consumer Price Index (CPI) and the current 30-year long-term bond rate
at the time the analysis was conducted. A period of performance of 30 years was
adopted in the analysis, based on the minimum 30-year post-closure care requirement
for landfill containment systems. It is anticipated, however, that long-term operations
and maintenance, environmental monitering, and periodic costs may extend beyond the
minimum 30-year period.

The final cost of the remedy is highly sensitive to the selection of the discount factor

due to significant O&M and periodic costs that will be incurred over the pericd of

analysis. In general, a discount rate of 7.0 percent is used to estimate the present

value of future costs for Federal facilities, including those under Superfund authority.

However, Office of Management and Budget Circular No. A-94 suggests a different

discount factor may be applied for sites or projects that meet certain criteria. The
~criteria include the following:

. Future year expenditures will be high;
. Costs are sensitive to the discount rate; and
. Cost will continue beyond 30 years.

The net present value of the annual and periodic costs is substantial and is estimated to
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be approximately 50 percent of the total present value of the revised remedy. Thus, the
future year expenditures will be high relative to capital costs. Moreover, due to the
relatively high level of future year costs, the total net present value of the remedy is
sensitive to the discount rate. Finally, it is anticipated that future costs will continue to
accrue beyond a 30-year period. Although a planning period of 30 years was applied in
the remedy comparative analysis, O&M, environmental monitoring, institutional controls,
and other periodic costs are expected to continue to accrue beyond this period. The
WD site, therefore, meats all three of the criteria described in the OMB Circular No. A-
94. :

Since completion of the Supplemental Feasibility Study and issuance of the Proposed
Plan, EPA has made revisions to the estimated cost for implementation of the revised
remady. These revisions are considared necessary based on further predesign
evaluation of Alternative 2 and minor revisions of scope to include mitigation for visual
and noise impacts to the community. The cost estimate for the revised remedy has
been revised from $7,542,000 to $7,830,000. The revised cost estimate, based on
information provided by the WDIG (January 2002), as approved by EPA, is summarized
in Table 11. , '

6. Changes in Exgectedgutcomes

Implementation of the revised remedy will result in the following chénges in expected
outcomes: .

« ° Contaminated soil will be contained on the site utilizing engineered capping
systems. Activities for reconsolidation of wastes to any significant degree, and
removal of wastes and disposal at off-site facilities are not included in the revised
remedy under this Amended ROD. Scil cleanup standards adopted in the 1993
ROD have not been retained for this Amended ROD;

. 'Soil gas performance standards have been adopted by this Amended ROD;
remedy components will be constructed, operated and maintained to achieve
and sustain performance standards to minimize gas migration from buried waste
on the site; g

. The revised remedy adds a liquids collection component for the collection of
_ leachate (from the reservoir in Area 2) and other site-related liquids for handiing
at offsite treatment and disposal facilities;
. This Amended ROD incorporates long-term groundwater monitoring that will

detect changes in groundwater quality at the site and ensure that groundwater
MCLs are not being exceeded due to WDI waste sources.
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TABLE 11

COST ESTIMATE FOR REVISED REMEDY
WASTE DISPOSAL, INC. SUPERFUND SITE
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[Capital Costs . | e
ion_| * _Junit U oy
1|5 6820 6,820
s 6956 s,essl
LS 9722 8,722]
LS 504168] 50,416
1S 7485 7,485
s 5141 141
QA/QC Flan 1jLS 0054 9,084]
Trafilc Control Pian 1jiLS 2162 2,160
O&M Pian s 15754 15,764
Procurement LS 16168} 18,168
Canstruction
HO n
Site Admin
Site MolvDemob
JClaar and Grub
“[Ciose Weils
|Remove Concrete Slabs
|Break/Relocate FRelocale Goncrela and Bricks
Break Asphalt

Instal/Remove Sitt Fanca

InsialiRemove Hay Balse

Overexcavate Fil Areas
Leachate Collection Points
Bioverd Wolls _
Ingtall Building Control System
Repave Cone Bullding Go!ltrol System Trench 1500)SF
Ralocals Buildi __1}EA
Stormwater Pavement Demdﬁoswmtm 50}SF
Ancher Tranch Penimeter Drain 1885ILF
Stom Drain to Offsite 1560]LF .
. Storm Drain Catch Basin invent 2|EA
= Geocomposite Gas Cotlaction SF
Gas Coflection System 1920]LF
insiall g0 ml HOPE “306355[SF
install Drain Layer Geocomposile 305355|SF
install Asphalt Skim Coat §255215F
install Extraction System i|Ls
Startup System ] )
__|Soil Cover All Areas . T7I56]CY
imigalion System North East Comar Only 3360ILF
|Seeding ol Graded Aroas 18.34|Acre
TreawShnubs North East Comer LS
As-Bullis _ 8
Grade RV Parking to Sutrounding Grades 16735|CY
Damolish Brothers Building 5740|SF
Demvlish C+E Buiking 6400|SF
install 20° Fence 475iLF
Tennart Ralocation 2[EA
[Sublolal 3,245,310]
Contingency 15% 4&6 797
Ovarsight 10%. 373,211
TOTAL CAPITAL COST 4.310,000
Notes:
LS = Lump Sum SF « Square Fee!
MTH = Month CY = Cublc Yard
LF = Linaal Faet EA = Each
Page II-68
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TABLE 11 (Continued)

COST ESTIMATE FOR REVISED REMEDY
WASTE DISPOSAL, INC. BUPERFUND SITE

Annual Costs of O&M (calculated for a 3D-year minimum pariod) - -
Description i Unit CostUnit_ {Ann CAM_ | Present Worth
institional Conirols Monitoring (Quarierty) 1}Year 18,892 16,982 312,518
Enforcement Actions {1 per year) 1]Ysar 10-400| 0,400 191,277
Cwvarsight (109 of OLM costs) wl'Lur 8 { 340,253
'Quartery) 1]Year 73,132 3,132 1,345,047
1|Yoar 20578] 20,579 544,018
1]Year 6.304 5 304 115,943
1Yoar 2835 3.835 70,533
1}Vear 2,200 2,200 40,462
First yaar (25 pami-annuaty) 1]Year 26,4'50' 26,450] 25,556
Yaars 2-30 (25 34 5 par ywar} 1|Year 11,275 11,278 203,353
|
1]Year 4,620 4,620 4,464
1]Year 1,540]- 1.540 27,775
1¥Year 75 75 §24|
1{¥ear _ a7 37 526!
~ ijYear | 10000 10,000 183,920
1 Ye_a_r 485 4951 9,104
. - 1{Visit 2,000 2,000} 36,764
Engineared Cap Area 2 wio Ressrvoir
IMW orass — 1]Year 512 512 9,417
Enginesred Cap outside Area 2 ) i
Mow graes 1[Y¥sar 249 249 _4_@29_
Repiace 20% Enginesrad AC Cover every 7.5 years
' 7.5 ymars 1lYear . 8,698] 6,669 66,622
15 years 1]|Year B.6899 8,699 43,688
22.5 ysars 1lYear B.699 8,699 33,737
: 30 yoars 1{Yaar | 8.699 8.698 26,065
Re 20% Engineered Concrate Coveravary 7.5 years . :
75 years 1| Vear 5027 5.027] 12,663
15 years 1{Year 5,027 5,027 5,235
22.5 years . Year 5,027 5,027 9,496]
30 years 1| Year 5,027 5,027 15.063
(N I — ]
TOTAL FRESENT WORTH OF ANNUAL Q&M 3,720,000]
ITaTAL CAPIVAL AND FW OF ANNUAL O&M 7,838,
1. Talal cost is subject 1o revision during remedial design.
2. There may be some additional costs assaciated with temporary o parmanent reiocation of occupants
whosa properties wil be impactad by the remedial construction, but & cannot be quantified at this time.
3. Interest rate for NPV caicualations (1=3.5% before tax/after inflation) was selecied based on the
difterence batween the Consumer Price Indax (CP1) and the 30-yaar long-lanm bond rate at ime
of calculation, - )
4 Q&M is expeciad to be longer than 30 years and inforrmation obtained during annual and 5-year reviews
will ba used Lo refine iong-term O3M cost sstimates,
5. Ralerenca is to WDIG Dratt Cost Estimate ol Jan 2002,
Page I11-69
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. The revised remedy presented in this Amended ROD will be generally

compatible with the city’s desire to redevelop the site in the future. To the extent
that redevelopment will not hinder or interfere with site remediation, the design
for the remedy will be prepared so as not to preclude appropriate redevelopment
of the site for cortain industrial uses. Implementation will provide for reviews by
the City of Santa Fe Springs during the remedial design process. In addition, to
the maximum extent practicabie, remedial design by the WDIG will seek to
accommodate redevelopment grading and layout alternatives that are being
evaluated by the City as part of its WDI site redavelopment master planning.

M. Statutory Determinations

1.” Protection of Human ith and the Environment

The revised remedy selected in this Amended ROD remains protective of human health
and the environment through the use ot containment systems to reduce the potential for
exposure to waste, contaminated soil, and soif gas. This remedy reduces the risks of
exposurse to contaminated soil by using EPA’s presumptive remedy for landfills; the

.. sources of contamination and contaminated soils will be contained by a RCRA-

equivalent cap and associated engineered capping systems in areas overlying buried
waste. Liquids and gas collection systems will be used to collect, extract, and treat site
liquids and subsurface gases to reduce the levels of exposure. In addition, institutional
controls will be implemented to protect the integrity of the remedy, control site use and
access, restrict groundwater use, and prevent exposure to buried contaminated wastes
and soits. Finally, long-term groundwater monitoring will be conducted to ensure the

_ protectiveness of the remedy.

“There are no short-term threats from the site that cannot be readily mitigated. Further,

o

no cross media impacts are expected as a result of implementing the remedy.

2. Compliance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Reguirements (ARARS)

The revised remedy wili attain and sustain ARARs. ARARs identified for the revised

rremedy and the action to be taken o attain the requirements are listed in Table 12.

3. - Cost-Effectiveness

Cost-«_aﬁ'ectivehess is determined by evaluation of three batancing criteria: (1) long-term
effectiveness and permanence; (2) reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume through
tregtment;- and (3) short-term effectiveness. Overall effectiveness is then compared to
estimated remediation costs to-ensure that the revised remedy is cost-effective.

The remedy proposed in this Amended ROD enhances the long-term effectiveness of
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the original remedy since it extends the areal limits of the capping systems to contain
additional wastes that have been identified since the signature of the original ROD in
1993. This revised remedy aiso achieves a high level of short-term effectiveness
because it minimizes any exposure to wastes during implementation of the remediation.
Although this remedy does not employ treatment, mobility of waste is reduced through
containment. Because the revised remedy should be highly effective and has a
reasonable estimated cost of $7,830,000, the revised remedy is cost-effective.

.4, Utilization of Permanent Sotutions and Alternative Treatment Technologies or

Resource Recovery Technologies to the Maximum Extent Practicable

Although treatment of site wastes was evaiuated in the feasibility studies, EPA
determined that the alternatives were not practicable. EPA has determined that the
remedy described in this Amended ROD represents the maximum extent to which
parmanent solutions and treatment technologies can be applied in a cost-effective

“manner for containment of wastes at the WD site.

5. Preference for Treatment

Containment is EPA's presumptive remedy for landfills. The removal and treatment of
all or even a substantial portion of the wastes buried at the WDI site is not technically or
economically feasible. In addition, removal and offsite disposal of WD site wastes and
contaminated soils would incur short-term risks. EPA expects that containment, gas
collection and removal, liquids removal, and long-term monitoring will be protective of
human health and the environment and is implementable. This revised remedy uses
containment, monitoring, and institutional controls rather than treatment to address the
threats posed by contamination,

6. Five-Year Review

Because this remedy will result in hazardous substances remaining on-site above levels
that allow for unlimited use and unrestricted exposure, a statutory review will be
conducted at ieast once every five years after initiation of the remedial action to ensure
that the remedy is protective of human health and the environment.

N. Documentation of Significant Changes from the Proposed Plan

The revised remedy remains substantially identical to that presented in the Proposed
Plan. Responding to comments from community members, EPA will inciude mitigation
for visual and noise impacts to nearby landowners and tenants. Mitigation will include
construction of a direct-line-of-sight barrier along the northern site boundary to reduce
adverse visual and noise impacts, control drainage, and control site access. EPA has

revised the cost estimate for the revised remedy from $7,542,000 to $7,830,000.

AROD_061402wpd.wpd Pagell-71
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Responsiveness Summary

Part lll - RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY
Waste Disposal, Inc. Superfund Site
Amended Record of Decision

Overview

EPA’s rovised remedy for the Waste Disposat, Inc. (WDl Superfund site involves
construction of containment systems designed to minimize the potential for exposure to
site-related contaminants. Bacause the WDI site contains significant buried waste,
EPA is following its policy for using containment as the presumptive remedy for landfills.
Accordingly, EPA wifl require instaliation of capping systems, environmentai control '
systems for soil gas and liquids, and monitoring systems to contain waste in place and
ensure long-term protectiveness of human heaith and the environment.

The remiedy involves the construction of a variety of engineered capping systems, gas
collection and controt systems, liquids collection systems, and groundwater monitoring
systems. The capping systems include 2 RCRA-equivalent layered soil and membrane
cap over the reservoir area in the center of the site, and engineered capping systems (a
graded soil cap; graded soil and asphalt cap, and graded soil and concrete cap) over
various portions of the site outside the reservoir area. Engineeting controls, such as
sealing concrete fioor slabs and instaliing ventilation systems and vapor barriers to
prevent the intrusion of landfill gas into buildings, will be installed at existing structures.

. |n addition, demolition and permanent and/or temporary relocation of some existing
structures and facilities may be conducted as necessary for structures where it is not
téchnically feasible to install engineering controls. The remedy also includes
implementation of institutional controls (legal and administrative restrictions) to control
future land use and protect the integrity of the remedy. Long term operations,
maintenance and performance monitoring will be conducted to ensure that the remedy
is functioning as intended. ' '

The revised remedy differs from the original remedy that was selected in the 1993
Record of Decision (ROD) in that the revised capping systems cover a significantly
greater area than was included in the original remedy. The revised remedy does not
inciude extensive excavation and reconsolidation of waste and contaminated soil as
was included in the original remedy. The revised remedy also includes long term soil
gas and in-business air monitoring to evaluate the effectiveness of the remedy.
Groundwater monitoring - not included in the original 1993 -ROD -- has also been
added to the revised remedy to monitor remedy effectiveness and to detect potential
changes in site hydrologic conditions or impacts to groundwater.

AROD_061402wpd.wpd Page il - 1

| 4]



Case 2:07-cv-05350-SJO-FFM  Document 12-3  Filed 12/12/2007  Page 44 of 52
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EPA received comments on the Proposed Plan for the Waste Disposal, Inc. remedy at
the public hearing on Thursday, June 14, 2001, at South Whittier Intermediate School.
Appendix 1 contains a copy of the transcript for this public hearing. EPA also received
several comments through written correspondence and e-mail (see Appendix 2). This
section summarizes those comments and presents EPA’s responses.

Summary of Alternatives

EPA evaluated five alternatives in detail for addressing the contamination at the Waste
Disposal, Inc. site, including a no-action alternative. These alternatives were described
in detail in the Supplemental Feasibility Study (SFS) that was completed in May 2001
and the Proposed Plan that was presented in June 2001. The alternatives are also
described in this Amended Record of Decision. With the exception of the No Further
Action alternative, all the alternatives propose building a RCRA-equivalent multi-layer
landfill cap over the central waste reservoir (in Area 2} and placing engineered capping
systems, including graded soil, asphalt, and/or concrete, over the buried waste outside
of the reservoir (in Area 2). All of these alternatives also include:

exiraction of leachate and free liquids from beneath the cap in the reservoir area;
extraction and treatment of soil vapor from beneath the capping systems;
installation of engineering controls to prevent entry of soil vapor into buildings;
groundwater monitoring to detect any contamination from the site;

institutional controls to prevent future land uses or activities that might compromise
the remedy and to ensure access for ongoing operations and maintenance (O&M);
* long term O&M. :

The alternatives differ primarily in the amount of waste outside of the central reservoir
(in Area 2) that would be excavated and consolidated within the reservoir before
capping. Alternatives 2 and 3 rely upon-containment with no significant excavation or
reconsolidation of waste. Alternatives 4 and 5 include partial and extensive excavation
and reconsolidation of waste, respectively.- While Alternatives 2 through § anticipate
and would allow for future site redevelopment consistent with the remedy and use
restrictions, Alternative 3 explicitly included redevelopment with remediation as a singie
combined process that involved removing most or all buildings on the site prior-to
capping as an integral part of the City of Santa Fe Springs' redevelopment of the site.
‘However, Alternative 3 would involve significant delays in the implementation of the
environmental remedy to allow for the redevelopment planning process.

EPA's preferred alternative (Alternative 2), includes the broadest application of capping
and the least excavation of wastes of the four active proposals. This alternative

prevents contaminants from the buried waste from coming into contact with people
through soil, air, or groundwater over the iong term. At the same time, it minimizes the

AROD_061402wpd.wpd Page Il - 2
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risk to cleanup workers and nearby occupants from waste disturbed and transporied
during cleanup. The revised remedy also anticipates future land uses for the site. The
City of Santa Fe Springs is interested in the future redevelopment of the site for
industrial land uses. The revised remady will be designed so as not to preclude future
redeveiopment by others once development plans have been finalized. Although the
selecled alternative does not directly include site redevelopment, it is generally
compatible with the City of Santa Fe Springs’ goals for future redevelopment while
accounting for the uncertain development timetable.

.Support Agency Comments

No comments were received.

History of Community Invoivement at WDI

EPA placed the WDI site on the National Priorities List (NPL) of Superfund sitas in July
1987. EPA involved the community throughout its subsequent investigation process,
which culminated in the original Record of Decision in 1993. EPA received additional
input from community members, including the Protect Our Neighborhood Committee
(PONC) during the design process that began in 1994. The community's input has
been useful to EPA in guiding investigation and design processes. EPA has also
provided support to PONC through the Technical Outreach Services for Communities
(TOSC) program to enhance communications with the community and to provide the
community with additional tachnica! support services.

In conjunction with input from the community, EPA and potentially responsible parties
undertook additional investigations at the Site after 1994, which ultimately revealed the
need for this revised remedy. The revised remedy will more effectively address buried
wastes, soil gas, liquids, and groundwater at the Site. The results of the additional
investigations and the alternatives considered by EPA for the revised remedy are set
out in the Administrative Record for the Site and in the Supplemental Feasibility Study
(SFS) and the Proposed Plan (both of which are included in the Administrative Record).
During the entire procass, EPA has issued fact sheets to the community and conducted
public meetings with local residents, business owners, and tenants, and the nearby
high school staff to both inform the community of new developments and to solicit
community input. EPA held a formal public comment period on the Proposed Plan for
the revised remedy on June 1, 2001. EPA received one e-mail and two comment
letters during this comment period. EPA aiso held a public hearing on June 14, 2001 in
Santa Fe Springs to present the Proposed Plan and to receive comments from the
community and any interested parties.

AROD_061402wpd.wpd Page lil -3
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Summary of Comments Received and Agency Responses

Comments from the June 14 public hearing

General comments. Two community members made generally supportive comments
regarding EPA staff. '

EPA Response: EPA thanks the community for their interest and active partic!pation in
the investigation of the WDI site and looks forward to working with you as we implement
the cleanup.

Editorial comments on the Proposed Plan fact sheet. One person commented that -
the fact shest referred to a “Figure 4," which was not in the fact sheet.

EPA Response: EPA acknowledges that the reference should have been to “Figure 2"
and apologizes for the oversight. The commentor did not indicate any difficulty in
understanding the Proposed Pian, and EPA believes that the error does not materially
affect understanding of the Proposed Plan.

Duration of Waste Dumping. One participant commented that the Proposed Plan fact
sheet did not mention that dumping on the site continued after the county permit
expired in 1964. :

EPA Response: Although the Praposed Plan does not mention it, the Amended Record
of Decision {p. Il-5) recognizes that “most, but not all, disposal activities appeared to

have ceased” by 1964. This Amended ROD further states that some disposal activities
may have continued until 1966 as the site was being graded. )

Redevelopment. Some participants expressed interest in the City of Santa Fe Springs’
redevelopment effort and its relationship to the cieanup.

EPA Response: As previously stated, the City of Santa Fe Springs has expressed an
- interest in redeveloping the site for certain industrial use at some point in the future.
Specific plans for redevelopment have not been finalized, however. The City applied
for and received a grant from EPA under the Superfund Redevelopment Initiative (SR}
to assist in the preparation of redevelopment plans for the WDI site. The grant is being
used to fund a public process to evaluate the future land uses for the site. The Cityis
currently developing a specific use plan that will serve as a blueprint for future site
redevelopment. The City's redevelopment plan and EPA's environmental remediation
plan are the results of two separate processas. However, the two planning processes
and related design activities are interrelated. EPA’s remedial response action will be
implemented as soon as possible according to this Amended Record of Decision and
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supporting decision and design documents. Redaevelopment may be undertaken at
some point in the future by other parties following.completion of the City's master
radevelopment plan (specific use plan) and the selection of a developer by the City.

EPA’s site remediation plan, as presented in the Amended ROD and subsequent
decision and design documents, will place limits on the siting of new buildings and other
uses of the land in order to maintain the integrity of the remedy. Residential
redevelopment will be prohibited under the institutional controls that are included as
part of the revised remedy. The institutional controls will also place restrictions on the
types of construction and operationat activities that can be conducted on the site once
the capping work has been completed. The revised remedy, however, will be designed
to accommodate the City’s preferred future industrial land use to the maximum extent
practicable while ensuring protection of human health and the environment. The City's
redevelopment plan will determine the specifics of the ultimate use of the WD site,
including the architecture and aesthetics of the buildings and grounds and the flow of
traffic into and out of the site. ' .

Extent and Timing of Building Removal, Cieanup, and Redevelopment. Several
owners of smaller parcels on the edges of the site and business owners who are
tenants at these properties requested clarification on the extent and timing of the
cleanup and possible building removatl and on the timing of redevelopment, since it
affects their businesses or their tenants’ businesses. One business owner inquired
about compensation for relocation, and one community resident expressed interest in
the fairness of compensation for businesses. One property owner inquired about the
effects of the cleanup on transfer of the property.

EPA Response:

As éiated, the selected remedy (Alternative 2) involves implementation of a

containment remedy intended to prevent exposure to buried waste, contaminated soil,
and soil gas. Recognizing the City's desire to redevelop the site, the containment
facilities, systems, and operations will be designed to accommodate future
redevelopment by other parties to the maximum extent practicable while not
compromising EPA’s mission of protecting human health and the environment. EPA
seeks to implement the remedy as soon as possible, but recognizes that site
redevelopment my be undertaken at a future date by other parties.

EPA anticipates that the permanent and/or temporary relocation of some existing
struciures may be necessary for implementation of the selected remedial action. This
could include demolition of some existing structures or facilities to allow for installation
of the cap and monitoring systems or for structures where it may be technicatly
infeasible to install appropriate environmentat engineering control systems.

AROCD_061402wpd.wpd Pagelll -5
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The revised remedy includes instailation of engineering controls in existing structures
that are located over waste or where. the potential to exposure is considered to be the
greatest. Engineering controis may include ventilation systems, concrete slabs,
concrete slab crack sealing, vapor barriers, ventilation trenches along foundation slabs,
positive pressure heating, ventilation and air conditioning (HVAC) systems, and
environmental monitoring systems. In some of the existing structures, however, it may
be technically infeasible to effectively install engineering controls in a manner that
would ensure protactiveness of human health and the environment. For those
structures where the installation of engineering controls is technically infeasible,
demolition of the structures wili likely be required. - Selection of specific structures that
will require demalition will be determined during the remedial design process.

Criteria for determining which structures may require demolition include:

Structures that are located over waste or contaminated soil

Structures that might be susceptible to build-up of soil gas emissions .
Structures with concfete foundation slabs that are severely cracked or damaged
Structures when the design preciudes retrofitting to install engineering controls
Structures with internal equipment that precludes installation of engineering controls
Structures that would preclude or interfere with construction or O&M of the remedy.

In addition, depending on the conditions of specific structures and the nature of the
necessary engineering controls, it may be necessary to allow access for remedial site
workers, temporarily shut down business operations, and/or relocate a business to
another temporary or permanent location. Fina! determinations on such structures will
be made during the remedial design process. In all situations where a business or
structure will be physically impacted by the remedial action, whether temporary or
permanent, EPA will try to minimize disruption to operating businesses and provide
notice as far in advance as possible of any unavoidable effects on business
infrastructure and operations.

As mentioned previously, EPA'’s selected cleanup strategy and the City's
redevelopment program are two separate processes that will be undertaken by different
entities. .EPA’s first priority is to implement an effective remedial action for the WDI site
that is protective of human health and the environment. The revised remedy, however,
will be designed so as to be compatible with future redevelopment to the maximum
extent practicable. Any decisions by the City to demolish or remove buildings at the site
for future redevelopment purposes are separate and distinct from the remedial action
and are not included in this Amended Recorded of Decision.

The revised remedy also includes implementation of institutional controls on alt
properties at the site. These include access easements and environmental restrictions
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to be recorded for each property, so that they are binding on future owners (see Section
{ of the Amended Record of Decision). As described in Section L of this Amended
ROD, certain activities will be prohibited or restricted subject to approval by EPA, in
order to prevent construction or facility operational activities that might interfere with the
capping or environmental monitoring and control systems. Exceptions may be made to
these restrictions, subject to EPA’s prior approval.

Alternative Selection. Several meeting participants requested clarification of the
process, timing, and raticnale for the final choice of cleanup plan.

EPA Response: The Waste Disposal, inc. Amended Record of Decision, of which this
Responsivenass Summary is a part, memorializes EPA’s final decision on the cleanup
plan for the WDI site. As stated in the Proposed Pian for the site, EPA selected
Alternative 2, which caps the waste at the site with minimal excavation and disturbance
of the waste. EPA chose this alternative because it isolates the waste over the long-
term while minimizing exposure to the waste during the short-term, while the cap and

* other components are under construction.

EPA’s revised selected remedy includes a cap over the reservoir (in Area 2) similar to
the cap specified in the original Record of Decision. However, due to additional
investigation, EPA now has much more extensive information on the type, amount, and
iocation of all wastes at the site. As a result, this Amended Record of Decision calis for
capping a larger area than was included in the original ROD with less excavation and
on-site consolidation of waste.

During preparation of the Supplemental Feasibility Study, before EPA developed the
Proposed Plan, EPA eliminated alternatives that included excavation of all wastes and
disposal at an off-site focation. EPA rejected these alternatives because of the
prohibitive cost, the significant exposure to workers and nearby residents during the
cleanup, and the lack of any off-site disposal location that would have guaranteed
better long-term environmental protection than the current location of the wastes.
Containment is EPA’s presumptive remedy for landfills. EPA’s selected remedy
specifies that all remedial controls at the site will be monitored for as long as necessary
to ensure that on-site workers and neighbors are not exposed to the wastes.

Protectiveness of the Remedy. One meeting participant asked for more spéciﬁcs on

‘how the preferred remedy would meet the remedial action objectives in the Proposed

Plan.

EPA Hesp_onseﬁ EPA’s objectives for the actions specified in the Amended Record of
Daecision, and the components of the remedy designed to meet those objectives are
listed below.

AROD_061402wpd.wpd Page i -7

(47



Case 2:07-cv-05350-SJO-FFM  Document 12-3 Filed 12/12/2007  Page 50 of 52

. Responsiveness Summary

1.

2.

Protect human health and the environment by preventing exposure to buried
wastes and contaminated soils. EPA’s selected remedy will place engineered
capping systems over buried wastes and contaminated soil. The caps will take the
forms of (1) a specially designed multi-layered soil and membrane landfill cap over
the most concentrated waste area, and (2) engineered capping systems with layers
of pavement, clean soil, or concrete slab foundations over other areas of buried
wastes. Environmental systems will be installed to extract liquids and to extract and
treat soil gas that may accumulate underground beneath the capping systems.
Monitoring systems will be instalied to ensure the effective functioning of the
capping systems. Restrictions on future uses and activities on the properties at the
site will prevent disturbance of the caps. Residential or similar uses of the property
will not be permitted.

Protect current and future on-site and off-site rébeptors from exposure to soil

‘gases. EPA’s selected remedy specifies systems to extract, collect, and remove

soil gas from the reservoir area so that it does not escape into the open air, and
systems to monitor soil gas at the perimeter of the site and prevent it from migrating
off the site. It also specifies engineering controls, such as floor sealants and
building venting systems, to prevent gases from collecting inside buildings.

. Prevent human exposure, including direct contact, consumption, and other

uses, to site liquids exceeding state and federal standards. EPA’s selected
remedy includes a system to extract, collect, and safely dispose of liguids
percotating through the caps or collecting in the reservoir (in Area 2).

Prevent contribution of site liquids to exceedances of state and federal
groundwater standards. EPA's selected remedy specifies long-term monitoring of
groundwater beneath the site to ensure that the site is not contaminating the
groundwater. Groundwater monitoring ptans will be prepared that detail methods
and frequency for the collection and analysis of groundwater.

Prevent exposure to groundwater that exceeds state and federal standards. in
addition to 4 above, institutional controls on the properties at the site will prohibit the
construction or use of groundwater production wells and prevent exposure to
contaminated groundwater. '

Engineering Controls for Soil Gas. The participants expressed some interest in how
the “engineering controls” on the buiidings to prevent soil gas buildup would work and
for what buildings they might not work.

- EPA Response: “Engineering controls” is a generic term for any physical modifications
or additions to a building for the purpose of minimizing exposure to contaminants. As
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the design of the remedy progresses, EPA will examine a variety of options for
preventing exposure to soil gas in buildings, including sealing all cracks in the
foundations and installing active ventilation systems, either around the perimeter of the
building or inside the building, to exhaust and replenish the air. if EPA determines that .
engineering controls are impracticable at certain buildings, those buiidings may need to
be removed and replaced with a suitable enginesred cover to minimize exposure to soil
gas, as discussed previousiy.

Safety During the Cleanup Process. Several comments requested clarification on the
technology used in the process of installing the remedy components 0 protect the
occupants of nearby homes and of the adjacent school from exposure to dust or other
contaminated media during the construction of the remedy. -

EPA Response: EPA chose Alternalive 2 as its selected remedy partly because it
minimizes the disturbance of buried waste. Throughout the construction process,
workers will be obligated to follow strict health and safety requirements and protocols
that address construction safety practices and use of personal protective equipment.
Many of these procedures are specified in federal and state regulations, while others
will be developed specifically for use on this site. As part of the design process, the
designers will be required to prepare a health and safety plan that details procedures to
ensure the safety of site workers, site occupants, and nearby residents.

During any-activity that disturbs the soil cover and possibly the buried waste at the site,
EPA will require the construction contractor to follow procedures and use techniques
that minimize airborne dust. These techniques may include spraying the ‘site with
water or foam during the work, or tenting the site and actively capturing and removing
dust from the air before exhausting it, although this is unlikely to be necessary.
Workers actively engaged in construction that disturbs the soil or buried waste on the
site will wear protective clothing and breathe filtered or bottled air if necessary. These
precautions are necessary only for those who work long hours in direct contact with
contamination. They wilt not be necessary for people beyond the boundaries of the
site. EPA will also monitor the air at the edges of the site to ensure that no airborne
contaminants escape the boundaries.

Long-term Monltoring. Several comments requested clarification on which
contaminants in soil would be monitored and on how long monitoring of soil gas, -
groundwater, and institutional controls would continue, and who would be responsible
for the monitoring.

EPA Response:

The revised remedy includes numerous requiremenis for long term operations,
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maintenance, and monitoring for the WD site. Operations and maintenance will
include routine inspection, maintenance, and repair activities designed to ensure the
effective long term operation of the capping systems and environmental monitoring and
control systems. The remedy also includes numerous activities that are designed to
monitor the effectiveness of the remedy and to ensure compliance with regulations and
performance standards. As part of the design process, monitoring plans will be
prepared that detail procedures for the collection and analysis of groundwater, soil gas,
and indoor air. The purpose of the monitoring programs is to provide early detection of
any indication that the remedy might not be functioning as designed. Monitoring is also
intended to detect any changes in site conditions. The monitoring programs will be
developed to monitor chemicals of concems (COCs) that have been specified in the
Amended Record of Decision. The specific details of the sampling and analylical .
procedures will be described in various site monitoring plans, including groundwater
monitoring plans, soil vapor monitoring plans, indoor air monitoring plans, and
associated quality assurance/quality control plans. These plans also-describe the
frequency of sample collection and reporting. EPA will provide technical review and
oversight for all monitoring activities. In addition, EPA will conduct a review of the
continued protectiveness of the remedy every five years, and ensure correction of any

- deficiencies discovered. '

Ongoing communication. Several participants commented that they would like to
ensure that EPA records all pertinent site information in writing and that EPA continues
to notify them of the results of long-term monitoring, possibly through the internet but
preferably through direct written communication. :

EPA Response: EPA will maintain communications with the community throughout the
cleanup process, including post-construction monitoring. EPA will place monitoring
results in the information repositories for the site and on the intemet as far as _
technology and resources allow. EPA will at times notify interested parties when new
information is available -and provide the information directly as much as practicable.

Cost. One comment requested clarification on what the cost estimates in the Proposed
Plan covered.

EPA Response: For comparison purposes, the cost estimates for each alternative
include the capital cost of constructing the remedy and operating, maintaining, and
monitoring it for 30 years. Operations, maintenance, and monitoring costs would
continue after 30 years for as long as those activities are necessary. These cost
estimates reflect preliminary costs, and the actual cost of the selected remedy may vary
as additional information becomes available during the remedial design process.

Health effects. One commentor inquired about whether any deadly heaith eftects
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would be likely from childhood contact with site contaminants.

EPA Response: EPA has no evidence to show that deadly health effects are a likely
result of childhood contact with site contaminants at WDI.

Comments from St. Paul High School letter of June 22, 2001

Remuneration. In a letter of June 22, 2001, commenting on the upcoming Amended

Record of Decision, St. Paul High School requested that the document note its request

for remuneration. The school seeks compensation for revenue reportediy lost due to

several effects resulting from proximity to the site, including: '

« a decline in enroliment resulting from negative publicity on and parents fears of the .~
Superfund site, :

» increased costs for rodent and weed control on the school's playing fields, and

» expenses related to not using reclaimed water for irrigation.

EPA Response:

'EPA notes the comment and appraciates St. Paul's interest in the Site. EPA is unable

to provide remuneration to the school under CERCLA as requested as part of the
Armended Record of Decision because such remuneration is not part of the revised
remedy for the site and is outside the scope and authority of this Amended ROD.

Line-of-sight barrier. St. Paul's letter also requests that the Amended Record of
Decision specify as part of the remedy a “barrier which eliminates the possibility of a
‘direct line of sight’ over the school, fields, and parking lot.” (Request repeated in St.
Pauf's letter of December 20, 2001, to Russell Mechem)

EPA Response: The Amended Record of Decision includes this component for the
construction of a line-of-sight barrier. The details for the configuration of the barrier will
be developed during the design phase for the remedial action. in light of the plans for
future redevelopment of the site, the barrier may initially be designed as an interim
feature that would be replaced during the later redevelopment process with a barrier
that would be aasthetically compatible with the redevelopment.

Comments from Johnson & Tekosky LLP letter of July 2, 2001

Representatives of the owners of parcels and 3 and 24 on the site submitted two
comyments via letter.
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One comment states that soil borings show no waste under parcel 3 and therefore no
cap or other remediation is necessary for that part of the site. The other comment
states that the data do not show constituents of concem in amounts significant enough
‘to determine that waste materials underlie Parcel 24, and thus capping or other
remedial measures for this parcel are not warranted.

EPA Resporise:

EPA has determined that the installation of engineered capping systems wili be
necessary for parcels #3 and #24 in the southwestern portion of the site. The
Supplemental Feasibility Study and Amended Record of Decision include maps that _
delineate the boundaries of waste at the site based on the most recent soil and waste
characterization activities. The maps can be found as Figure 2.3 of the Suppiemental
Feasibility Study and Figure 4 of the Amended ROD. As portrayed in these maps,
‘waste underlies Parcel 24 and approximately the northern half of Parcel 3. The
commentor appears to have extracted information from two provisional summary
documents (Parcel Packages) that contained preliminary information from eatlier site
investigations and that have been superseded by the Supplemental Feasibility Study
and Amended ROD,

The selected remedy addresses the containment of buried waste and contaminated
soils in accordance with EPA’s policy of using containment as the presumptive remedy
for fandfills. The presumptive remedy uses the capping of waste and contaminated soil
in order to: (1) prevent direct contact with buried waste and contaminated soil; {2)
prevent infiltration of rainwater that can mix with waste and eventually percolate
downward into groundwater; and (3) prevent exposure to soil gas. The containment
systemn will include liquids extraction and soil gas collection and treatment to
supplement the construction of capping systems. Additional technical information on
the delineation of waste boundaries and anticipated locations for capping systems can
be found in the Supplemental Feasibility Study that is included in the Administrative
Record. The exact boundaries of the capping systems will be determined during the
remedial design process, but EPA anticipates that the cap boundaries will cover a
somewhat larger area than the exact waste boundaries in order to provide effective
containment of waste, liquids, and soil gas and to prevent infiltration of rainwater.

Comments from John Jaeger via e-mail of June 16, 2001

Productive reuse. Mr. Jaeger recommends redevelopment of the WDI site to return
the property to productive use.
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EPA Response: The City of Santa Fe Springs has designated the site a redevelopment
area and is currently conducting a public process under a grant from EPA to determine
the best future use of the site. The City is in the process of preparing a specific use
plan that will serve as the blueprint for the future redevelopment of the WDl site. EPA’s
revised remedy does anticipate that redevelopment will occur at some point in the
future after site remediation. The remedy will be designed to accommodate future
redevelopment to the extent that EPA’s goal of protecting human health and the
environment is not compromised. However, site remediation and redevelopment wili
involve separate, though interrelated, processes that will be undertaken by different
entities.. Under its mission as an environmental regulatory agency, EPA is precluded
from taking a lead role in redevelopment activities.

Toxicity and risk. Mr. Jaeger asserts that, once remediated, the site will pose no
human health risks.

EPA Response: EPA has selected a remedy that wili protect human health and the
environment. However, this revised remedy includes restrictions that prohibit the use of
the site for residential or similar purposes in order to minimize potential exposure to
wastes that remain on the site. ‘

Revised Remedy’s Changes to thé Proposed Remedy due to Public B
Comment

tn response to commants from community members who were concerned about
impacts to nearby landowners, EPA will include mitigation for visual and noise impacts
to nearby landowners and tenants. This mitigation will include construction of a -
physical direct-line-of-sight barrier along the northern boundary of the site to reduce
adverse visual and noise impacts, control drainage, and control site access.
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SANTA FE SPRINGS, CALIFORNIA
THURSDAY, JUNE 14, 2001

7:17 P.M.

MR. HODGE: Welcome. Thank you all for
coming. I think we are ready to start the
proceedings tonight.

This is the public hearing on the proposed
plan, current proposed plan faor qleaning up the

waste disposal incorporated superfund site, so thank

.you all for your‘intérest in coming out tonight.

It's & hot night, and it's great to see you here,

I'm the community involved coordinator for
this site for the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency. My role here tonight is to, basically, keep
the meeting rolling and to facilitate the meeting.

We will give a short presentation tonight,
if you will bear with us, but our primary purpose
here tonight is to take your comments on the plan
that we are proposing for cleaning up this site.

So, again, let me mention that there is a
sign-up sheet for people that know they want to

comment. If you wouldn't mind signing up on that
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sheet, that would help us organize the comments
later. If no one wants to sign up in advance,
during the public hearing part of the meeting
tonight, if people would sign up and speak in any
order that you wish. And if you like, during that
part of the presentation of the meeting tonight, we
can take questions instead of comments, if you think
that would be more helpful in making your comments .
to us. So we are flexible.

I will mention we have copies of the
proposed plan on the table. If you didn't receive
cne in the mail and you would likg to take a look at
it, they are over here. We also have copies of the
slides that_ﬁe will be using tonight for your
presentatiop, if vou would like to follow along on
paper.

If you didn't sign in the multiple sign-in

sheets, we would really like to have your name and

other contact information on the sign-in sheet. For

one thing, it will help our reporter to ﬁake sure
that she has your names correct.

So, this is a public hearing and it
wilL be recorded and we will produce a verbatim
transcript of the hearing just so you know that's

part of the proceedings here tonight.

PAULSON REPORTING SERVICE

160




Case 2:07—cv-05350-SJ__O-;:FM Document 12-4  Filed 12/12/2007  Page 11 of 50

19:20:52 1

19:21:28% 5

8

9

19:21:45 10
11

12

13

14

19:22:07 15
1s

17

18

19

19:22:33 20
21

22

23

24

19:22:45 25

PUBLIC HEARING - 6/14/01

— T

As far as the agenda goes, this is the
agenda for tonight that we have in mind, anyway.
I'11 introduce some of the people here ténight just
briefly, and I'll do a very short, maybe five
minutes of presentation on the superfund process,
in general. Some of you may have heard this
information before, but I just want to give you some
context for what we are proposing to do. with this
gite and where we are with the process.

rThen I'11 turn it over to Mark to give you
a little bit more of a detailed history of this site
and what has gone on at the waste disposal site.
And then Mark will describe the plans that we looked
at before we came up with the prlan that we proposed.
We will try to keep it short. Like I said, the main
purpose is to take comments from you.

My name, as I mentioned earlier, I'm Don
Hodge, and Mark Filippini is the remedial project
manager for the site and he will be doing most of
the talking here tonight. |

Alsc in the audience we have

representatives from the State and County and the

City of Santa Fe Springs agencies that have been

working on the site.

We also have representatives of the group
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of companies that has been working to investigate
and clean up the site. And representatives of a
couple of other organizations that we have asked to
work with the community and the property owners at
the site to make sure they have some help in dealing
with the ramifications of the superfund cleanup
process. So, I won't introduce them all by name but
they are here and if you have specific questions, I¢
will try to direct fou to the specific party. So
please see me if there is a particular person you
want to talk to.

Okay. I promised five minutes on the

superfund process, and I'll try to keep it to that.
PRESENTATION BY MR. HODGE

MR. HODGE: As you may know that Congress
established the Superfqnd Program about 1980 for the
purpose of helping to clean up the most hazardous
abandoned waste sites in the country and they are
about, I would say, roughly three broad phases in
the cleanup of a sugerfuﬁd site.

The first two -- I.am sorry, the first one
and last one I guess are relatively short. I would

call them, the first one, assessment phase and the
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last one is maybe the implementation phase.

And then in between ﬁhose two we have what
is usualiy, generally speaking, the longest phase,
the investigation part of the site, where we try to
determine the exact nature of any chemicals of
concern, their extent -- how far they spread out at
the site, what pathways they might take to affect
the health of people or the environment in the area,
so that investigation can take some time. It's a
fairly detai}ed undertaking, but we are here at the
waste disposal site, hopefully reaching the end of
the investigation stage. So. it has taken quite a
while to get there, but we think we are in a good
position to move on with the rest of the site.

So, looking at this diagram behind me, the
site was discovered in 1986 and at the end of the
assessment phase, we decided with this site to list
it on the national priorities list. And that means
we decided it was one of the worst sites in the
nation that needed the full supe;fund process in
order to deal with it properly.

7 Then we moved on into 1988, into the
investigation phase, and went through the remedial
investigation to détermine what was out there and

how bad it was through the feasibility study to look
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+

at the different ways to clean it up, and reached
the proposed plan stage, which is basically where we
are tonight.

But we also derived there back in 1983 --
during that stage, we had a public meeting, much
like this one, and we received a lot of comment from

folks at that public meeting. And during the months

that followed, as we moved on into the remedial

design phase, that we hadn't properly characterized
éll the waste at the site.

So vou see where we took that U-turn back
about 1986 and decided when Andrea Benner became the
new project manager for the site -- %e decided at
that point to reopen the investigation. Since we
were in the remedial design phase, we called it
remedial design investigation. We actually went
back to do further work on the extent of the
contamination of the sites, mainly due to the
comments that we were receiving from the public at
that time.

So the result of that is -- actually, it's
in this large volume that is over here on the table
the supplementary feasibility study which resulted
in the proposed plan that we are here to diséuss

tonight.
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I.shéuld mention that all of these stages
that we are talking about is documented. Each
milestone generally has a document attached to it
and those documents are available for anyone to
review. And all the documents associated with the
site are in the record center in our office in San
Francisco,

Also, every important document that we usé
to reach our decision would be in the administrative
record that's housed here locally, so if you want to

review the documents that we produced, they are all

available to you.

Sc I think that probably brings us pretty
much up-to-date and where we are at. Now we are
back at the proposed plan stage. We have an idea of
what we need to do to clean up the site in the most
safe and effective manner for the community and
evervone affected by the site and so at this point I
think I'1]l let Mark talk about the detail of what we
have done so far and what we propose to do to clean
up the site.

I pause here briefly to see if there
are any questions about the process so far, the
superfund process in general.

I think I kept it to five minutes. I'll

: 10
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turn it over to Mark.
FPRESENTATION BY MR. FILIPPINI

MR. FILIPPINI: First; I am Mark
Filippini. I am the Remedial Praject Manager for
the site, as Don indicated. I've been involved in
the site for many years., Started assisting Andreab
Benner several years ago in remedial investigations
at the site. And I think I know most of you here.

I want to thank you for coming out here today.

What I want to do in the next 20 minutes
or so is‘put together a background, the historic
background of the site and then sort of get in-
and give you some general description of the
alternatives that we looked at for remediating the
site and our preferred alternative, wlat we think is
the hest way to go_forward that meets the
community's needs and addresses all of the concerns
with respect to regulatory.concerns énd the
community concerns, .

I'1ll sort of also explain and get into why
we selected our alternative, how it fits in with the
City of Santa Fe Springs. They_are'in the middle of

the master planning process to redevelop the site so

11
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I will try to sort of pull all of those things
together. .

This is an aerial view of the site, which
I had. Can you roll it? This is an aerial video
that was taken several years ago. As you can see,
the site is located just west of here. The street
right down parallel to the horizon there is Santa Fe
Springs -- excuse me, Los Nietos Road. Greenleaf .
Boulevafd is here to the rigﬁt‘ Los Nietos, I am
sorry, is at the bottom. Santa Fe Springs is at the
top. I see some of the general features of the
site. The high school, the residential area,'Fedco
praoperty.

Go to the next slide. This is a little
bit better detail aerial photo of the site. Again,
Santa Fe Springs, Greenleaf Avenue. Shown there is
a green circle in the center of the site. The blue
dash lines is the boundaries. The green circle
represents the approximate loCatiﬁn of the former
reservoir that is the main feature of the site. It
is a concrete-lined reservoir. It is approximately
20 feet'deep in the center and it represents, as I
said, the main feature of the site where disposal
occﬁrred.

LY

That reservoir -- go to the next slide --

12
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W N

was constructed about 1920 and at about this

time, which is about 1945, it was converted to oil
storage, product storage.into a disposal reservoir
that started accepting oil field waste. And between
1945, when it operated, and the early 1960s, it
accepted various oil field waste as well as some
other hazardous waste because it was a waste
facility and there was no regulation at that time,
so many different types of hazardous materials were
brought to this site.

One of the main features this shows to the
right are some pits. Actually, Greenleaf Boulevard
is not constructed at this point. And they accepted
alsoc ~~- go to the next slide -- also wastes of
various types, certainly thinner -- you can see the
thinner thiéknesses, less thicknesses than the main
reservoir, but as you can see what arose between the
1940s and 1960s was placement of those wastes in
those pits. And then later development, as we see
here right on top of those, and that is sort of the
main component of the remedy that we have to deal
wi;h goiﬁg forward.

Let's go to the next slide. This is the
aerial photograph of the site as-it genérally

currently exists. Again, the green outline showing

13
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the approximate location of the concrete-lined
reservoir that is now under anywhere from 5 to

15 feet of scil. And as you can see, one of the
areas that have pits, it was around the -- just
about around the entire perimeter of the site where
there was some placement of wastes. And each of
those parcels where many of you have businesses or
are tenants, have some amount of this waste materiéi
that extends underneath your property.

Let's go to the next slide. This shows
the limits of the waste. It shows the limits of
the waste and the dark outline, again the green
outline of the former reservoir. And as you can
see, it extends under several buildings of the
properties. This is what, basically, our remedy
will be addressing, the waste not only in the center
part of the reservoir, but also the waste that
extends around the perimeter.

another driver is soil gas. As theée
wastes decay, they can generate soil gases they.
Soil gases are generated beneath the ground and can
migrate some distances from the waste source. It
can create problems for occupants on the property.
And types of so0il gas that we found that are ocut

there are vinyl chloride, methane, benzenes and

. 14
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several other components that have to be addressed.

Let's go to the next cne.

what I will be doing here now is going
through your five alternativeé.

The first one is easy is because that
is no action. Compare all -the -other active
alternatives to that so alternative one is,
basically, what rigsks or what conditicns are under“x
the current conditions and the other alternatives
are compared against that.to see what improvements
are made based on the elements of the alternatives,
so I won't be discussing alternative one. It is no
action alternative.

What I will do is go through the four
active alternatives.

Alternatives two and three are., basically,
capping elements, primary element being the primary
élement of the remedy, and elements four and five
involve extensive excavation in and around the
perimeter of the site and, specifically, in parcels
that were affected by buried waste.

So alternative two, I'll tell you, is our
preferred alternative. I‘m not giving anything
away, and I'll quickly go through alternative two.

It consists of an RCRA equivalent cap.

15
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Many of you asked what an RCRA equivalent cap was
and I didn't do a‘greaﬁ job of explaining it in the
proposed plan.

An RCRA equivalent cap is, basically, a
state-of-the-art cap, that it is one of the most
protective types of caps. The cap has five
components, including a base material and cover, and
it includes a flexible membrane liner in the center
of it. Above that is a liquid collection system to
collect precipitation, and beneath it is a soil gas
or collection system that can be piped and plumbed
aﬁd then directed to discharge or treatment to
systems that can collect any gas that might be
accumulated beneath this cap. It is, as someone
requested in the past, the best technology to apply
to that portion of the =site.

Continue on.

The other eleménts of the remedy includes,
basically, a collection system that.iﬁcludes wells

that go into the center of the reservoir and collect

liguids that may be accumulated. Liquids are sort

of being collected in several of these wells that we
now have. They are now at a fairly slow rate. We
went through a fairly extensive ligquid removal

process over the last summer and year 2000.

L]
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Another element is a monofil cap and
this is probably what is going to affect most of the
property owners out there. It is a fairly simple
cap. It encompasses only c¢lay or clay, some with
asphalt pavement, but it will meet the design
criteria established by the State of California to
be protective. BAnd as you can see, it affects many
of the perimeter parcelé. For the most part, thosé?
would be pavement wheré there would be a need to
have clay capping otherwise.

Another element that is also very
important is the bio venting barrier system. In
this case what this will do is also add oxygen into
the surface -- the subsurface, to allow these gases
to degrade and decompose naturally. It's part of
the reason why they degenerate is because it's
not -- it‘s in a no oxygen environment. So, by
adding oxygen into it, it degrades those,
essentially. dangerous gases andrprevents them from
migrating any further from this sort of zone we have
surrounding this site.

Then the other major compﬁnents are
engineering Controlé, since many of the buildings
are overlaying on the waste. Waste is beneath the

pads of the buildings. There will have to be
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engineering controls placed on many of these
buildings and that can typically be either certain
venting systems or perimeter venting systems that
may go around the outside of the buildings.
Actually, active venting systems can go on the
ineide of the buildings. There are several
different things that c¢an be applied.

- There are about three buildings in our
estimation that cannot -- that we believe will ﬁot
be able to have engineering controls because of the
thickness of the waste beneath them and those
locations and those buildings will likely have to be
remaoved.

I have alréady spoken to every one of the
property oﬁneré and tenants that are involved with
those buildings, so if I haven't spoken to you, then
your building is not one of them. But those that I
have talked to, as we get into the design phase in
the spring,_we will get in;o more details of what
will have to happen. It is possible that they might
be able to be saved, but our generél consensus is
they will have io come dowri. There are only, like I
said three that I know cof now.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Mark, What does the blue

indicate?

, 18
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MR. FILIPPINI: The blue are buildings
that haQe the engineering controls. These other
buildings will likely not need engineering controls.
The blue are buildings that will need some kind of
engineering controls. |

AUDIENCE MEMBER: {Inaudible question).

MR. FILIBPINI: Actually, several of these
buildings are blue buildings, include the three thaE
I am talking about.

| AUDIENCE MEMBER: (Inaudible question).

MR. FILIPPINI: They are not -- I don't
think we have a problem there.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Will you indicate the
places the.three buildings you discussed?

MR. HODGE: Sorry to interxrupt you, but
when you have a question for Mark, I don't think
Mark minds taking the questions now, but would you
identify vourself?

MR. DALLITZ: Ron Dallitz. Buffalo Bullet
Company.

Mark, would yvou please indicate the three
buildings that you were discussing?

MR. FILI?PINI: One of those was yours
here, and Timﬁons has a structure, also. And the

Brothers Machine Tool is one we also considered,
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okay. Let's go forward.

Alternative three, let me quickly explain
what alternative three ig before we get into it.

We are -- one of the objeﬁtives we have
in the Superfund process is to the maximum extent
possible, is after we place our remedy on the site,
it caﬁ'be uged by the community as muéh as possible.

And the City of Santa Fe Springs has takéﬂ
the initiative in applying for and they ;eceived a
$100,000 grant from the EPA to put together a master
plan for the redevelopment of the site. Alternative
two, which I just went through, allows for, to the
maximum extent possiblg, the curreﬁt uses of the
site, meaning, most of the buildings will be
standing‘there whether wercome in andrput that
remedy down. EPA feels it is as protective as we
can make it. We are sort of done at that stage.

what alternative three shows is that the
City comes in and implements their main objective on
redevelopment of the site over the next -- parts of
the site that got redevelopment over the next two to
three years, other parts may not be redeveloped for
five to ten vears, depending on market forces and
the like. Andy Lazzaretto is here with the City of

Santa Fe Springs to explain some of those elements
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to you.

What wé want to do is show, basically,
what a site would. look like with redevelopment in
place on top of the site. Like I said, i'm—done at
alternative two. The City then can come in at the
direction of the State of California under
guidelines spelled out and then place the elements
of alternative three, so we put alternative three in
the feasibility study to show what it will look 1like
in the future, way out in the future. But at any
one time it will likely loock like a combination
between alternative two and alternative three.

So let's go through alternative three.

It has the same equivalent cap, the same collection
system, the monofil cap, the bio venting barrier
system and stop here. And othexr what we call
redeveloped areas are shown here which is basically
thé remainder of the site.

Then the next slide shows the buildings
that could be potentially removed in the futu:é. It
will likely happen in phaées. We anticipate the
main portion of the site, the least devéioped will
go first, then either of these two major areas here
at some time in the future.

Then new building pads, a new development

21
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basically can placed on top of this. We have the
Eechnology now to place things on top of these caps
to make them part of the cap and this allows for
beneficial reuse of the property. Here 6n the RCRA
cap it can be used for low impact uses, so that is,
basically, the elements of alternative three.

Let me quickly go through alternative
four. Alternative four -- do one more -- is what wé
call the excavation component. I want to show that
there has been some amount of interest in
considering removing soils around the perimeter of
the site. This shows removals of the soils as they
exist now beneath these areas. There is one area,
eight and six. The red buildings would have to come
down in order to facilitate the removing of that
s0il. The soil would then be placed back beneath
this cap in this reservoir.

In doing this, the elevation of the
reservoir would go up approximately six feet from
its current elevation. One of the main problems'we
have is twofold. One, it does not allow for very
easy reuse of the property by the City of Santa Fe
Springs because it creates eveh more severe gradient
changes on the property.

Secondly, it does not -- we do not gain a
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whole lot of benefit from the -- because the
capping, as we can put it down, keeps it as
protective as moving it. And if we had to move it
and excavate it and open that up, it creates & risk
of exposure to a large amount of soil to the '
;ommunityﬁresidents and the communiiy members
surrounding it, so we are really not too comfortable
with opening up these areas and doing a lot of -
exc#vatiOn and hauling dirt from the site.

Show you five and then about done here.
Four will have the same components, RCRA cap., bio
venting barrier system -- and then five.

One more. This shows even.a more
extensive waste excavatioﬁ. It add;esses all wastes

that exist outside of the central -- what is called

. area two, central disposal area. And again this is -

the -- two shows you the number of buildings in red
here that would have to come down for that. Being a -
larger -- typically larger volume of waste, that

creates one, more exposure to the community as they
go through the excavation and replacement of the
waste back underneath this main caé, that would
result in an increase of the central cap of
approximately niqe feet. It is currently about’

15 feet above street level so it would bring it up
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to approximately 24 feet. So some of the problems
associated with alternative four.

' It would then have a RCRA cap over the
entire area. Same components, take control bio
venting system, and that's basically the components
of alternative five,

How did we do the analysis and how did we
arrive at alternative two as our preferred |
alternative.

The Superfund requires us to look at nine
criteria, which are listed here, and they are also
listed in your proposed plan mailer. Each -- can't
even evaluate each alternative if it doesn't meet
the two regulations, with the exception of
alternative one, being the no action alternative.
They all have to meet those first two.

-The remaining criteria are ones that we

looked at and balanced out. Is there a short-term

protective? Is it a long-term effective? 1Is there

going te be short-term risks, long-term risks,
future use of the site, these whole litany of these
things starting coming into play, how implementable
it is, as well as you can see on the bottom there
acceptance by the community and by the State.

So in our analysis, the bottom line was
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19:51:55% 1 | alternative two we felt best meets all of these
2 | criteria, because unlike altermative four and five,
3 four and five we felt put us, specifically the
4 community, at a little bit more risk in the short
19:52:12 § term if we implement some massive excavation around
6 the perimeter of the site and it would sort of leave
7 the City with a little less developable property.
8 | And it would férce the removal of many of the
9 buildings out there now that may not have to be
18:52:33 10 removed unless redevelopment comes in the future.
11 | So this is, basically, my presentation.
12 That's-how we came up with cur preferxed
13 alternatives.
14 Right now we have a small enough group I
192:52:50 15 .can open up to questiqns any alternatives, how we
16 arrived at any of our analyses. Don wants to open
17 up the hearing and address questions.
18 MR. HODGE: I just wanted to mention we '
19 _ would like to start the hearing part of the meeting
19:53:22 20 tonight and what I would do is just move the,
21 microphohe cut here to the center and Qou can just
22 come up and address Mark, primarily.
23 I would_like to ask that people try to
24 " stay on the subject as much as you can and try to
18:53:41 25 allow -- be succinct enough to allow everyone who
25
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wants to comment, be able to comment. We have at
least an hour to take comments, so I'm hopeful that
will be enough time until the janitors tell us to go
home.

I do want to mention if you are not
comfortable getting up and speaking in public,
there are a number of other ways -~ go to the next
slide -- there are other ways you can comment. We
will take comments in writing, ény form, fax, letter
or on the comment sheets that are over on the side
table, if you want to write up something and leave
it with us tonight, we will respond to that. Mark
will be writing this summer. The addresses for
mailing or faxes or e-mailing us are all in the
proposed plan, so if you don't have those, please
pick one up. 2And if you have any other questions,
contact Mark.

But with that, why don't those of you who
want to comment, if you could jFust line up in the
center aisle, does that work for you? Or whatever
you feel like -- coming up, that's fine, questions,
comnments, whatever, we will take at this time.

i |
Iy
Iy
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AUDIENCE QUESTIONS

MR. TIMMONS: My name is Ed ?immons.
I havera property that you mentioned, one of the
buildings that will come down, and the time-frame
between your taking my building down and the
redevelopment, if you want to redevelop my area,
what do I do in the meantime? What's the time-frame
and what's the alternative in between? I think
there is another gentleman here that has a property
in the same situation, or maybe two gentleman.

MR. FILIPPINI: As I understand, the
gquestion is Qhat do you do between now?

VMR. TIMMONS: My building is coming down.
The redevelopment may not take place on my property.

MR. FILIPPINI: You have a structure
coming down; is that correct?

MR. TIMMONS: Yes.

MR. FILIPPINTY: That is a problem with
respect to -- .

MR, TIMMONS: To me, especially.

MR:. FILIPFPINI: There are things that we
might be able to do to see about accommodating you
in the short term. |

MR. TIMMONS: I don't want to move my
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plant twice, that's the thing.

MR. FILIPPINI: I understood your's was
more of a sheltered structure?

MR. TIMMONS: Yes. It's an open air
structure so I wasn't sure if you were bringing it
down or what. You said you were. . ..

MR. FILIPPINI: My sense was given it was
open air and diffiéulty in trying to get a cap )
around it, it might be -- it might have to come
down. It might alsc be possible if there was no
other alternative, to address finishing off the cap.
So all I can say is we can t?y to accommodate it as
best we can.

. MR. TIMMONS: Okay.

MR. HODGE: I just got a note that I need
to remind people when you state your name for the
transcript, also give your place of residence and
affiliation.

MR. FILIPPINI: We can talk about the

‘redevelopment process, if that's something you would

also like to get into, if everyone else has made
comments.

MR. HODGE: I know some of you out there
have things that you want to say to us when you are

ready. I am sorry the proceedings are what they

; 2B
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are, but we do want to make sure they are on the
record.

In the meantime, let me give you some
ideas. First of all, if there are any alternatives
that you like that we have presented, feel free to
express your preference.

If there are any problems with the
alternatives that you feel-we need to know about,
please let us know. If you just think we are doing
a greét job, you can tell us that, too.

MS. MAPLE: Pam Maple. My dad and my
sister and I have property on Santa Fe Springs Road
in Area 1.

You guys are doing a great job. 1 have
concerns regarding, I guess, the redevelopment ahd
things like that, but first, let me address if you
ge with alternative two, will our property be deemed
sellable if we wanted in the future to sell the
property? It would be all okay or Qe would hawve
problems selling? It would be cleaned up as far as
the State and everything is concerned or would there
be stipulations'oq the sale of the property at some
time in_the future?

MR. FILIPPINI: You want me toAanswef

that?

29
PAULSON REPORTING SERVICE

|34




ro—

B

et

-

Case 2:07-cv-05350-SJO-FFM  Document 12-4  Filed 12/12/2007  Page 35 of 50

20:00:30

20:00:49

20:01:08

20:01-:27

20:01:48

11
12
13
14
i5
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

PUBLIC HEARING -~ 6/14/01

MS. MAPLE: Yes.

MR. FILIPPINI: The guestion is what does
one -- the remedy is put into play, how does that
affect the sellability of the property and there
have been several property owners that are sort of
waiting to see if other properties get them ready to
sell for sometime. And it has been held up because
of the Superfund process. N

Qur attorneys here might be able to
correct me if I am wrong, but each of the property
owners will have to enter into the settlement
agreement, and that's, basically, to allow -- to get
an agreement between you and EPA and the State of
California for, primarily, access to the site and
other controls, such that when we do put.the cap on,
you maintain or -- you don't maintain the cap, make
sufe you don't damage the cap in any way and allow
the State and thé people maintaining the cap to
continue their maintenance of the cap.

it's'my understanding that once that
agreement is entered into, and that typically occurs
even before the remedy is constructed, once that
agreement is entered into, your property is
typically sellable. My attorney'is nodding my head.

MS. MAPLE: I think that's that.
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MR. FILIPPINI: Those can happen, as we
talked about, we are expecting those discussions
starting next month with each of the property owners
and they can typically be dispatched within several
months. I know severai property owners are looking
forward to getting that going. .

MS. MAPLE: I also wanted to ask, the.
$100,000 that the Cit& was given as a grant frém th;
federal government, what does that buy?

MR. FILIPPINI: The City used or is using
that money to go forward with developing a master
plan. As many of you might know, the entire of the
site is <=- has been deemed by the City as a
redevelopment area, which by definition gives it
certain legal status and gives the City certain
jurisdictions over the property for future
development, so it is already a redevelopment area.

what they did with the grant money and
what they proposed to do on their grant, and have
been doing, is developing a& master plan, which can
be a bit of a lengthy process. It is done -- deemed
done by a registered architect and the architect
goes through and looks at the site, the limitations
on the site and sort of starts coming forth with

alternatives that they think they can go forward
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with, based on the elements the City would like to
see in that redevelopment.

Parenthetically, the site as a Superfund
site, can never be used for regsidential, schools,
hospitals or day-care centers B0 their master plan
sort of had to accommodate that. But, primarily,
the money they are using is going towards the
architect to develop the master plan and hold publié
meetings, public input of the process.

It alsco involved hiring landscape
architects to give ideas, ideas on what can be made
part of the master plan, and also real estate
experts can help with the relocation or start the
process of the relocation for some of the property
owners,

MS. MAPLE: So if some of us, as property
owners, have to relocate or our building has to come
down, what money -~ how are we compensated for that?
Do we just'suck, or. . .

MR. FILIPPINI: Again, it's a cdmplete
separate process, actually, than the Superfund
remedy process. Remember, the City's redevelopment
lays on top of the federal run.

I was a planning commissioner for many

vears and consultant for many years so I know the
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process so I'll answer the guestion.

You, under any redevelopment area, under
any scenario, you are covered under the State of
California Relocation Act, which is consistent with
the Federal Uniform Relocation Act. And it provides

rights and benefits to property owners and tenants

under the process of redevelopment and relocation.

And Andy Lazzaretto can provide you with all of thé%
information.

You are compensated fair market value of
the property, and finding new properties, there is a
whole host of benefits that are available to you,
and the City of Santa Fe Springs can provide you
with the literature packages.

MS. MAPLE: That's separate from the EPA?

MR. FiLIPPINI: That's very separate from
the EPA. Like I said, all I'm doiﬁg is handing off
the remedy that ‘the City can use. |

In fact, we.have even -- there is a

possibility if their redevelopment process goes

" forward, especially on the areas along Greenleaf and

the central portion of the property, that can occur
simultaneously with the construction of the cap. It
saves a lot of time and saves some amount of money,

and basically allows sort of an integration of the
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construction of the remedy cap.

MS. MAPLE: And as far as the alternatives
go, you are listening to our input and then you will
decide, you, the EPA, will decide what happens to '
the site as far as which alternative you use?

MR. FILIPPINI: Right, with the elements
of alternative two.

Remember, it stops at redevelopment, but
the protective elements of alternative two and all
those elements are ones that we put forth as our
recommended preferred alternative.

I know we have had -- one reason I'm not
insulted we are not getting a lot of comments, is we
have meeting together for years now, especially over
the last yvear we have had many meetings where we
really try to be straightforward in the direction
where we thought we were going with this remedy and
what it might look like. And I think no one should
be confused that we are sort of formélly here
talking about things that most of us Lave already
talked about. So I think that's the process:

Does that answer -- thank you.

MR. STANSELL: Vernon Stansell. Stansell
Brothers. We lease a building that's in the ﬁlue

zone. That's one that you said that you would --
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20:08:52 ] that would require venting. I was wondering what
2 .process that would involve?
3 . MR. FILIPPINI: . It could be either -- we
4 really won't know until we get to phe design phase
20:09:67 5 . and that design phase will be coming up in the next
6 spring. We anticipéte about February or March of
7 next year is when we will start to be loocking at
8 each of the buildings, taking a look at specifics_da
9 the buildings, like its proximity to known gas hot
20:09:28 10 spots. We will look at its foundation condition,
11 its building, its comnstruction, its existing
12 ventilation system. |
13 Many of these buildings we have been
14 monitoring the air inside a number of these
20:09:44 15 buildings for a number of years and we have not
. 16 had any derogatory hits from the soil gases so it
17 appears that, for most part, there is no problem
18 agssociated with the soil-gas.
19 What has tb‘be'remembered is this remedy
20:10:01 20 .has to be long-term protective and we are typically
21 shooting for 30 &ears. So those are the kind of
22 { analyses to no end. We will make sure we are
23 completely comfortable with the foundation. We may
24 recommend sealing’tﬁe foundation, and in many cases
20:10:24 25 | it might involve perimeter soil gas control and
35

PAULSON REPORTING SERVICE

190



Case 2:07-cv-05350-SJO-FFM ~ Document 12-4  Filed 12/12/2007  Page 41 of 50

20:10:2% 1

20:10:37 5

9
20:10:57 10
11

12

13

14

20:11:19 158
16

17

18

19

20:11:31 20

Caq

22
213
24

20:11:51 25

PUBLIC HEARING - 6/14/01

venting system so it could be one of & number of
thinés. We will be meeting with each tenant and
owner individually as we go forward with the design
element to talk about what works best and what we
may have to do with each property.

MS. STANSELL: Karen Stansell, the lesser
part of Stansell Brothers.

We are right in front of Buffalo Bullet
and C & E, in the same driveway, and just a short
distance. Now Our building is not -- what is the
destruction? How is that going to impact us? Do
yvou have any idea?

MR; FILIPPINI: Well, you have to remember
a monofil cap will haﬁe to go down everywhere that
wastes extends, and I'm talking about the parcels
that exteﬁds around the perimeter of the site, this
is the parcel where your“business ig in, so there
will be some element of construction associated with
that.

The existing asphalt would have to
come up, some modest amount of regrading for:
consolidation, so it's workable for the use of the
property. Then the clay cap, then the asphalt on

top of that.

MS. STANSELL: You are talking about the
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tank?

MR. FILIPPINI: No. I'm talling about
your driveways and your back park:ig lots,
basically. Many of you -- I think each of you know
the sort of the gerc:al extent of the waste in your
parcel. Apyvwhere that we have identified waste,
there is going to have to be a cap placed down
there. That will mean that existing pavements wrill'T
have toc come up and a cap put down and a final cap
will typically be a pavement again that you can use
and drive on and park on.

Now, in the specific parcels that we have
talked about the building -- the Buffalo Bullet
building.

MS. STANSELL: I was thinking about
hauling the building away.

MR. FILIPPINI: There is not much to the
buildings so the demolition would.not be that
typical but it would have.

MS. STANSELL: Buffalo Bill wants to kndw
when.

MR. FILIPPINI: Well, we have already had
this conversation. 7

The official decision on whether or not it

will need to come down will come to the design
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phase, as I mentioned, in the early spring 2002.
what I told all the property owners and tenants is
sort of look for -- lock for -- to be contacted
about that time when we get into that phase and we

will be meeting with each individual owner and

' tenant, talking about the engineering controls will

have to be placed, but the placement of the cap, it

has to go along there, alsoc. And there is timing

elements, too.

The entire cap is not going to be done
in a couple of weeks. It will have to be phased in,
working with the construction people and the PRPs
who are doing the work.

We will work out a schedule as to when
exactly that will happen, but approximately next
spring is when we start talking to individuals about
how it will affect their specific structures and
their parking areas. |

AUDIENCE MEMBER (UNIDENTIFIED): What's
the 'timing of construction?

| MR. HODGE: Please use the microphone.

MR. WALTER: Greg's friend. We have a

question. My name is Gene Walter and I own two
They have not

buildings on the site, as vou know.

been indicated as one of the ones coming down.
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[ - M e e et o - e . e —— . .,

I'm just wondering what the time-frame is
from the initial plan construction redevelopment
area to the time vou get to knocking down our
building.'and are we talking about five years?
Eight vears? I have got tenants that are going
nuts.

‘MR. FILIPPINI: As you recall, the
qﬁestion of when the building -- the building
doesn‘t need to come down for the remedy.

MR. WALTER: I understand that.

MR. FILIPPINI: 1It's the City's track at
that point, and the City does not currenfly have a
developer in mind ready to bulldoze your buildings.
All we are doing at this point is -- speaking of the
City.

MR. WALTER: But once they started
develeoping, the designated areas, how.long will it
be before they start attacking thé blue buildings.

MR. FILIPPINI: No way of telling, because
the f#rst phase could include only that parcel along
Greenleaf and the center parcels and the remaining
may not go into development for five or ten years.

It could also occur a year from now, but
until the City has a developer at the plate or at

the table ready to talk, they really can't give you
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a time-frame.

That is one of the difficulties in trying
to ekplain this. We have had this conversation with
many'of the property owners and the tenants,
especially those who aren't interested in moving.
There is that unknown and it is something that comes
with the territory when you are in a redevelopment
zone, even maybe it wasn't there as part of the
Superfund process, you would bhe goiﬁg through this
anyway. The same things you would be going through.

Yeah, you are in a redevelopment zone.

All you are doing is waiting until the City gets a
developer fo come in and get a -- we don't know what
the timing will be. Bﬁt it's all done under a major
public process. There will be hearings on it.

There will be discussions. It will all be done in
the open.

I also want to mention, when we get to the
design phase, there will be a series of meetings

also with the property owners and public, which can

" come in and talk about the detéils of the design and

the details of the construction as we go forth

. because there will be issues. I'm sure concerns

about dust control and public safety as we go into

the construction phase, I am sure they will want to
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know. what's going to happen and when. This will be
a process the same as the redevelopment.

MS. SANFORD: Stephanie Sanford.
Technical Outreach Services To Communities.

As you mentioned, the community is
concerned that dust may spread qontaminants, and
alternatives four and five talk about -- an
excavation is a problem maybe because of dust.

Will you talk about how that is different
in redevelopment in alternative th;ee. how that will
be manéged?

Mﬁ. FILIPPINI: Good question.

One of the restrictions and parameters

that were placed on the,architect. and making his

life miserable, is all of these concerns under the

federal and state requirements that this is a waste
and we will be putting buildings on top of this
waste. And what he could and could not do, so one
of the primary elements of the redevelopment will be
that the waste cannot be moved in large quantities.
That's not to say a piling may not have to go
through a small amountrof waste or some thin veneers
of waste éannot be reconsolidated.

Primarily, the major portion of the waste

that exists around the perimeter of the site cannot
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be impinged upon. The State of California is there
telling them they can't do that. So their buildings

have to go on top of that. Their utility corridors

" have to go around that. Their drainage sequences

and landscaping has to accommodate all of that. So
the whole purpose of putting those restrictions is
to assure that when redevelopment does occur, that
massive amounts of waste are not moved around and
exposed during that construction period.

And they will be like any other
construction operation. There will be dust control
measures that the Los Angeles Air Boafd has very
very strict dust control measures. And there will
be monitoring that any controls that have to go in
on construction, to make sure those -- exposure will
not occur. and technology exists. All sorts of
things, but primarily will nﬁt be digging into that
gue and that waste.

As weeks ago forward with the
redevelopment alternative two, we did not want to
get into that tens of thousands of cubic yards of
waste.

MS. C. SMILEY: Christine Smiley. I'm a
resident in Whittier, east of the site. Betﬁeen

alternative two, which is the preferred one, and
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three, when will we know which one you have chosen
and what steps will you go through to make the
absolute alternative?

. MR. FILIPPINI: As I said, they are

- basically the same alternative. All it does is show

you what the City could do with the site after
alternative two has been constructed, so is YOur
general question how?

MS. C. SMILEY: Out of all the
alternatives, when will it be chosen?

MR. FILIPPINI: Oh, ﬁhe process of
selecting. The question out of all the
alte;natives. what is the process. That is called
the record of decision. We have this comment period
now that will run through July 2nd in which I take
public input and anyvone can comment, either the
state, county can comment on what we propose.

Then I will draft up a Record of Decision,

which has all the background documents. it's a

~little bit more complicated than the feasibi;ity

process, but I can control it more because I write
it. But I go'through a pretty desériptive process
of what the status of the site is, conditions of the
site, the remedy that we selected, how we arrived at

that remedy, response that we received from the
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community on the remedy. I write that up and that
gets signed by my management chain all the way to
the regional administrator, which is a fairly high
1éve1 at EPA, with special notices going out to
State of California.

Then the ROD is entered into the
administrative record. Then there will be a public
decision. The Record of Decision has been entered:?
and a facts sheet will be issued and then that's,
basically, the green flag for us to start working
with the PRPs in getting the séhedules set up and
getting ready to go to the design. There was a
considerable amount of design done back in the early
nineties when it started taking off.

MS. C. SMILEY: Do you have an estimated
time-frame?

MR. FILIPPINI: Yes, I antiéipate having
the Record of Decision completed by the end of the
summer, possibly September, October,'thenrwe will be
starting design.

We anticipate starting design in October,
November. And then the WDIG, the group who has
indicated interest in constructing the remedy, is
anticipating going to construction next -- next

spring, late spring. We will be in the design
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phase, as I mentioned, between, say, November --
November, December wé will be doing stuff on the
actual sort of blueprint elements. Then January,
February 1 anticipate going out to the -- each gf
the landowners and tenants and talking about the
individual buildings.

By then we will haﬁe master.schedules
developed. There will be pﬁblic meetings during
that proceés. We will set out where we are at on
the schedule. But the intent now is to, hopefully,
get ground broken on the first phase of construction
now during the construction season. I may ask the
project navigator are we anticipating about a
two-year start to finish? One year to 18'months.
and that was Roberto Cuga, the project manager.

MR. SMILEY: I got a little question here.

My name is Lloyd Smiley, resident of
unincorporated area L.A., Whittier. I live within.
just a block. )

Can you tell me -- well, this started
about ‘97, '98. It had a ROD, then they already
made their decision and capped it. Can you explaih
the difference, other than talking about scome of the
buildings coming down, what's thé difference between

the cap then and the ROD today, - four years later,
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other than a couple million doilars?

MR. FILIPPINI: Very good guestion.

Did everybody hear the question?
Fundamentally, the difference beéween the cap design
that was proposed and the Record of Decision in 1987
versus what it is now.

Primarily, the difference is our
understanding of the limits of the wastes around
the pefimeter of the property, in the parcels
surrounding the main reservoir in the area. We
gained a lot of knowledge on that. We gained a lot
of knowledge on the condition and extent of soil
gases around the perimeter of the site.

We have done some Wo;k with -- there was a
considerable concern from the public abouf ligquids,
both within the reservoir and outside the reservoir,
and we spent a considerable amount of resources
evéluating the location and nature of those liquids,
and we went forwérd, as I mentioned earlier, about
one year treatability study where we actually
removed approximately 200,000 gallons from the
central reservoir, so we gained a lot of knowledge.

The other up side of this whoie thing, it
has given the City of Santa Fe Sprihgs time to look

into the beneficial reuses and what they would like
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to do with the site. That's one of the big benefits
our remedy addresses is the ability -- how to -- the
maximum extent possible to help the City come in and
do future redevelopment of the site. So that is
another difference in the cap between then and now.

Primarily, the main cap over the central
reservoir, I‘believe it is identical to the RCRA cap
as proposed then, which is state-of-the-art then an&
it is state-of-the-art now. So there is some
difference in the 1imits; as I said, liquid soil
gases that we know more about.

MS. SANFORD: Stephanie Stanford again.

Would you say a little bit about water
quality monitoring?

Mﬁ. FILIPPINI: Sure. The question is
grouﬁdwater monitoring. Groundwater we are talking
about?

MS. SANFORD: Yes.

MR. FILIPPINI: There are approximately 32
monitoring wells surrcounding this site. 1It's a
hygrogeologist. It's a bit more than I would like
to see at the sites, but what it has resulted in is
a very good understanding of tﬁe nature of the
groundwater beneath the site and its water guality.

We have been monitoring this groundwater
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site for over ten years now and have not found
any indications that the éite is releasing any
contaminants to the groundwater.

There is guarterly monitoring that gces on

out there. The EPA has done monitoring, as well as

overseeing the WDIG and PRP group that is conducting

the menitoring on a gquarterly basis. So we have
detected some organic -- organic contaminants thatﬂ
appear to be coming from off site to the west of the
property, sort of coming up, grading it from across
Santa Fe Springs Road. And we are keeping our eye
on that, but there is a fairly well-known -- several
well—known contaminant sources that are up gradient
fér to the west in Santa Fe Springs that are
contributing to it. But we are keeping an eye on
it.

And as discussed in a feasibility study,

we had the PRPs develop a remedy alternative to put

in the feasibility study for groundwater and,

technically, we had to do that because the history

of those contaminants on site, whether or not it was

coming, ;he WDIG site, we had to address a remedy so
we had them cost out a groundwater remedy. So if we
do find in the future that any contaminants from the

site are contributing to the groundwater, we can
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implement a remedy. Bﬁt currently we don't see any.

MS. SANFORD: Just one m@re.

MR. FILIPPINI: Sure.

MS. SANFORD: Would you talk aboutr
long-term monitoring, how loné’would the EPA be
involved? When you finally leave this project,
would others be monitoring? .

MR. FILIPPINI: Sure. Once the remedy ié"
constructed, under a jpint EPA and State of
California oversight., operation and maintenance
oversight of the site reverts to the State of
California. EPA sort of steps away and the State of
California, some of the best and the brightest in
the country come in and. they oversee operations, the
maintenance of the cap as well as all the moniﬁoring
involved of the scil gas and the groundwater
monitoring.

Groundwater monitoring has the -- to be a

component of the remedy for 30 vears as long as the

site exists, and waste around the site. groun@water
monitoring has to continue and the State of
California will oversee that and they will develop
monitoring plans. As the design goes forward, we
will talk about, basically, it will likely be a

ratchet down version of what they have now because
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it's a fairly aggressive program of what is going on
now.

Also, statutorily, the EPA is required
to -- every five years, go back and look at the
remedy, review what the state has done, how the site
is doing, how the remedy is holding up, are all of
our concerns with respect to protectiveness still
holding up? 1Is the remedy doing what we thought it
would be?

So every five years the EPA does take an
active role and take a look at the books and make
sure everything is going according to plan. And if
we do need to make changes to the remedy, we
basically open up a public process and talk about
any major changes.

MS. D. SMILEY: My name is Debra Smiley.
I'm president of the Protect Our Neighborhood
Committee. I reside on Coney Crest Road where I own
two homes and alsc there is five homes on Martin
Road, preperty there -- plus with all the other
residents within the neighborhood.

A guestion I have ig, this is on the
newsletter here where it says features, where it
lists after the closﬁre of thé disposal facility in

1550, development of small industrial structures
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began along Saﬁta Pe Springs. Then down in the
history, it operated under permif from 1949 to 64,
then it doesn't say anything about the illegal
dumping that was done after 1964 clear up to the
eighties.

So this wasn't mentioned in the
informational part of this that I think vou know is
very important to be put in there.

MR, FILIPPINI: Okay.

MS. D. SMILEY: Another part here, as I
was reading through it, as I was reading on the

other side where it says cleanup activities, the

investigation further defined the limits and buried

waste. It says Figure 4 and I can't find Figure 4.

MR. FILIPPINI: fhat's a typo.

MS. D. SMILEY: I thought so. I just
wanted it clarified for the record.

MR. FILIPPINI; Right.

MS. D. SMILEY: Another question is the
gases are that are-going to be monitored, whe;e it
says soil gases with the areas of concern with the
lines in Figure 2, now, what type would be mﬁnitored
and for how long? What is the length of time-frame?
I mean, with all those that are marked with the

lines for the gas areas with the buried waste there,
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20:35:56 1 we are talking about breaking up the driveways And
2 the blacktop, what will be done with that? What
3 precautions are taking with just digging up thé
4 blacktop around those buildings and the waste
20:36:11 5 exposed?
. 6 MR. FILIPPINI: Do you want me to address
7 those?
8 MS. D. SMILEY: Yes.
] MR. FILIPPINI: With respect to the soil
20:36:22 10 gas, monitoring is an integral component of the
11 remedy and it basically has to go in perpetuity
12 as long as there is soil gases being generated under
13 State of California guidelines, as long as waste
14 exists there and the combined mﬁnitoring. and bio
20:36:44 15 venting wells are designed to -- if gas conditions
16 get to a point where we have to, in fact, put a
17 vacuum on them to take the gases out or in some ways
18 inject air in them to get the gases to_dégrade, 80
19 those will be done in perpetuity. There is an
20:37:05 20 . existing monitoring well network out there for
21 ‘groundwater and soil gas.
22 " When we get to the construction of the
23 cap, most of those will likely be destroyed. We
24 will be without a pictufe for a period of time.
20:37:26 25 The;e will be phases as they go in construction,
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they may not be able to save those wells and they
may not be in the best locations. So when we get to
design, we need to move them to the appropriate
ldcations. We will do that under the design phase.

Now, it's also important to note that ‘the
groundwater -- the soil gas monitoring and the bio
venting wells will not necessarily be concentrated
on those soil gas hot spots because they can move |
around, but they will be looked at. The soil gas
monitoring and bio venting system has to encompass
the entirety of the site and has to be in place for
purposes of perpetude, say as the groundwater goes.

MS. D. SMILEY: Would this be ;— the
Protect Our Neighborhood Committee would like to be
Aotified in writing as to what the results of the
menitoring system, when it's done every time it'é
done, we would like to be notified what the results
are, as well as the Qroundwater. We would like to
stay up on this because it is a 30-year cap or cap
window that you are locking at.

" MR. FILIPPINI: Right.

MS. D. SMILEY: I'm 50, so by that time
I'll be BO.

MR. FILIPPINI: All that information is in

the public record and will be available to you and
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if we —- we can set up systems by where we can get
those down to the library.
THE WITNESS: I know they will have it on

the Internet, but we would like written notice that

it is being done and kept being monitored and what

the results are for our committee alone. I mean,
that's what I am asking, if it can be done, we would
like it in the record as a decision that Gen "
Duncanson and myself, the committee, we want this
information at all times when the monitoring is
done, you know, what the results are, whenever it's
done, what scheduling.

MR. FILIPPINI: Okay.

MR. HODGE: We will note that.

MR. FILIPPINI: I don't know what I can
commit to, but I will note it on the record.

MS. D. SMILEY: Also, on the groundwater,
because that is a concern to all of us as residents.

Another thing here on the assessment of
future risk, when I was reading it, it says it

certainly estimate the potential risk, the exposure

‘for potential future residential uses but not

potential reuse. Thoseé residential uses are not
anticipated sco at no time can it be used for

children or residents.
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Now you say that it can be used also for
parking. What are the limitations on the:parking?

I mean, if they put in large industry buildihgs,
will it handle a big rig?

MR. FILIPPINI: All that.

MS. D. SMILEY: It will?

MR. FILIPPINI: By design it will only be
allowed to be used for a level of design that is' -
acceptable. We do understand that in redevelopment,
the Qccupants of those new buildings and warehouses
will likely like to maintain -- it is aﬂticipated
that as part of the reviews and redevelopment that
those occupants of the developments that would go in
would likely usé those for pretty heavy duty parking
uses.

So the design of that cap would be
commensurate with the anticipated load use, and
there is also inspection elements on the operatioen,
maihtenancerplan that calls for the State to come
out as well as the overseeing responsibility:of
responsible party groups that will do the oversight
and maintenance of the entire property.

But they will come out and do inspections
on a periodic basis to assure that the cap integrity

is maintained.
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Now, being that the final grade ﬁill be
asphalt, there will be certain levels of service.
It will reach a certain age at which it has reached
its maximum usage under which the maintenance plan
upgrades of the recapping will have to go in place.

MS. D. SMILEY: Now, where it says risks

from the WDI potential identified, the potentials

‘4

identified are exposure to contaminated soil
inhalation, inhalation of gases migrating to the
enclosed spaces.

So now if you are going to be tearing up
the blacktop in the area, that will ‘be a pathway to
exposure. When will it be done and when the school
is not in session? I mean, dﬁring the summer months
when kids are not exposed, because they are there
for a few hours during the day to help keep down the
exposure at St. Paul and alsc to the residents in
the area.

MK . FILIPPiNi: It's my understanding that
the school is year-round sc the ability to sort of
accommodaté a time period where students aren't in
the proximity is likely not possible.

That said, that should not be a precblem.
Standard level ﬁf coﬁstruction during these

construction coperations will be to assure that the
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exposure is minimized and ¢ontrolled and to a level
that is acceptable to the community, and the uses
around, so we are anticipating dufing the design
process health and safety programs go into place and
permission ﬁo control the programs and monitoring
the programs and emissions :control systems are put
into place to make sure those things don't hurt. So
we feel as comfortable doing it during schoal hourék
as any other time.r

Don has asked if I can talk generally what
dust control involves. There are several elements
to it. One, there is a big monitoring component and
we don't anticipate that by just sort of going into
the first level of £ill, because you have to
remember under most, in fact, all of the waste that.
isrout there now is under some thickness of what we
call clean fill, it is not considered waste.

So we are working with that material.
Will not present an exposure problem with respect to
hazardous contaminants, because it's not the waste
material, and that's important for the community to
recognize, even if you see dusts or people funning
around withoﬁt protective gear. It's because they
have deemed it appropriate because not every bit of

dirt on that site is hazardous.
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So there are means under the L.A. County
Air Districts, theré are subpressants that can be
used. Water is a major element. There are
restrictions on wind speed, when the wind reaches
certain velocity, construction sometimes has to be
halted. There are certain phases during the
construction, monitoring will be in place. Health
and safety person will make sure it is properly
monitored.

Phasing is also an element of that that
you might have to expose somebody to waste, given
the proximity to waste, some modést amount of
exposure can be tolerated because of the distance
associated with the receptors being students or
residents. So opening a reiatively emall area to
these petroleum wastes will not create a.large
exposure problem.

I1f we were to do that under a massive
excavation, that would become a different story, so
there are things along that line to control it.

Mike, can you think of any other things?
There are a whole host of technologies used in dust
control.

MS. D. SMILEY: The reason I{m asking on

that is similar residents noticed the last time it
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was mowed, in their windows sills there was dust but
it was a sticky residue that stuck to the windows
when they were cleaning it off and they have noticed:
that every time the property has been mowed so
that's why the guestion on that.

Another question I had from this is
under the remedial action it says protect action
objectives on Page 5. EPA's objectives for actions{

considered in this proposed plan are protecting the

health and environment, protect from contaminated

- soils, protect current and off site receptors from

exposure to gases énd prevent humaﬂ exposure to site
through state, federal standards and other uses, and
it goes on. |

What institutional control will be used to
prevent this from happening? I think you have
answevred possibly part or it.

MR. FILIPPINI: Specifically, you are
referring to the liquids exposure?

MS. D. SMILEY: Right.

MR. FILIPPINI: Well, not all liquids at
the site are hazardous. That's sort of why the
wording on that -- because rain does fall on the
site and does go through some of the.soils and it

does drain in different directions. And we have got
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a drainage system in place now and it is monitored
to assure that wastes don't go off of the site. The
wording on that is to assure that the design of the
landfill, meaning our objectives on design, the
1andfill cap, the RCRA cap and Ehe clay monofil cap,
are such that we minimize the contact of water with
the hazardous waste constituents so that they don't

get. into the water and cah either migrate down to

groundwater or seep off the site through other

" mechanisms and out to the gutter and through other

exposure ways.

So the cap, in and of itself, is
designed -- that's one of the primary purposes of
the cap, other than direct exposure. And also gas
control, control mechanism and its dralinage
componenﬁs are put on that cap and the monofil cap
to make sure that liquids are taken off of the site
and not allowed to contact the contaminants.

and the reason it is worded that way. like
I séid, not all 1iquids that are on the site there
are hazardéus, but if they do come in to maKe sure
they don't come in contaét with the soil, that they
can become a problem.

MS. D. SMILEY: .Undér the institutions

controls for revisions site use and access, with the
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deed restrictions, let's see, will any -- who is
going to be monitoring all of this? It goes back to
fhe state, I think vou said?

MR. FILIPPINI: Correct.

MS. D. SMILEY: The State will be
ﬁonitoring, and for how long?

MR. FILIPPINI: Same length of time.

MS. D. SMILEY: Same length of time, the
30 years for the capror longer? |

MR. FILIPPINI: 30 years minimum.

MS. D. SMILEY: Minimal of 30 years.

Okay.

MR; FILIPPINI: We were a little slow on
that one.

MR. FINCH: This is Michael Finch with the
Department of Toxic Substances Cogtrol. Minimum of
30 years or when there is no longer a threat to
water quality, so it has to be at least 30lyears but
even after 30 vears, you would have to demonstrate
that there is no threat to water gquality. So in
reality it's foréver.

M5. D. SMILEY: ©Now, on your other costs
for the 30 yeaxr, it also includés the cost of
operation and maintenance for the length of it.

MR. FILIPPINI: Correct.
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MS. D. SMILEY: So the costs will
continually go up after the 30-year window?

MR. FILIPPINI: Yes. There will be
additional costs after 30 years, but agreements with
parties who are charged with maintaining it, that
agreement does not expire after 30 years.

MS. D. SMILEY: Okay. '&il right.-

MR. FILIPPINI: -That's cost. Cost is juéa
for estimating purposes, for comparison.

MS. D. SMILEY: I think that's all the
gquestions T have for right now.

MS. MAPLE: Pam Maple again. This is
purely personal and I don't know if it has any
relevance at ail. but does the EPA or State -- ié
there anything retroactive? I was playing there in
the fifties and sixties. When am I going to die?
Do you guys have any clue?

MR. FILIPPINI: I don't believe there has
been any studies,

MS. MAPLE: So there is no statistics?

MR. FILIPPINI: The State of Califqrnia,
Department of Health Services did a toxic study for
the residents and that is --

MS. MAPLE: We live in a ﬁigh cell cancer

group, high rate of cancer within our neighborhood.
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LI T 7 S S

MR. FILIPPINI: But that report is still
on its way.

MS. MAPLE: Still working on it.

MR. FILIPPINI: So the short answer to.
your gquestion is we have not gotten anything vet.
There is some health studies that have been dong for
around the neighborhcod that might address.

MS. MAPLE: 'I was on top of that where tﬁé
caps were.

MR. FILIPPINI: A lot of stories.

MS. ENGSTROM: My name is Sharon Engstrom,
originally Crest, Debbie's sister. .I always Qant
the best of the best. I have said that how many
times? We have gone through four yvears and I heard
the statement that the cap we are going to get is
still relatively the saﬁe one we were going to get
four years ago.

So four vears downrthe lane, we are still
getting -~ all we have to live with'that because .
that's buréaucracy'and T knoﬁ within ——'afte; you
release the property and you are out of it, the
City, the way they work with redevelopment, they
will have a flat, "because it's not effecﬁive to go
on five years," so the owners of the property have a

two year window to know who is going to be leveled
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and who is not. That's a personal opinion.

Tﬁe other thing is when I look at this
alfernative two and then five, there is a big
difference. And I don't care about the cost and
these other sites, they may not care so much. You
may save millions on that. Well, use your millions

on me, on my mother's property, on the land around

o

and protect our children, protect our schools and
protect this neighborhood because we care.

And there are a lot of people who aren't
and it's going to take several years of the people
who own the buildings and who work here and been
here. Their lives are on hold right now because we
want the best. We want the cap to be effective.
Your big rigs, whatever compression factor, and I
know how often they redo the blacktop and you are
still putting tons on top of that site, which I
can't care what anybody tells me, you put a big
thing on top of a pancake, you are going to flatten
it eventﬁally. 30 years down the road it won't be
15 feet, it will be less. It means you are-
spreading that contaminated toxic waste out or down.
ft's still an open cancer in the earth.

It's called accountability aﬁd all of my

nieces and nephews, we are going to live here and we
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are all going to be here. You promised me that you
were a man that will give the best of the best. I'm

heolding vou to it.

The short term, I would rather a short
term danger than give me a long-term uncertainty.
1f you could give me long-term and with the risk of
short term, try to keep that to go that way because
it's important. .

The other thing is when we do the
businesses and that I hope the City will take into
effect and into account of how they have to deal_
with these people, give the highest price for the
land because I ﬁorked with redevelopment in Seal
Beach. Once they are there, they take control.
They will give you a gold wrapped Hershey's kiss, -
but they will eat three quarters of your Hershey's
candy bar while they are doing it. So let's keep it
up and honesﬁ while vou are.doing it, and I like all
of you guys.

MR. HODGE: Thanks.

MR. FILIPPINI: Thanks.

In follow up to that, Ed, being that this
is a federal Superfund site, any actions that are
done on this property with respect to relocation

have to meet Federal Relocation Uniform Act
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reguirements. And our attorneys have done an
evaluationlof thé Sstate of California's relocation
act and the federal relocation act and found them
comparable. And the basic component of the remedy
is that we have specified discussing the feasibility
study, that is, those have to be complied with as
redevelopment goes forward on this site.

AUDIENCE MEMBER (UNIDENTIFIED): Have thi;
put all in words, five years from now someone is
going to come along and say you didn't write that
down. It doesn't count. Everything has to be
written in record.

MR. FILIPPINI: We are coming up on nine
o'clock.

Did anybody else have burning issues?

Andy?

MR. LAZZARETTO: My name is Andy
Lazzaretto. I'm with the City of Santa Fe Springs.
I didn't want to take up any more of your time, but
I just want to bring up some of the points that were
discussed.

I wish we could tell you a little bit

more. I know you have a -- I'm frustrated because I

can't give you definitive answers, but I can tell

yoﬁ what we have been doing. We have been working
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with a lot of the'people'in this community.

We did get the grant for $100,000. We
hired an architect, that architect for a landscape
architect on his team and also a civil engineer so
with that group of experts, if you will, we have
been working with them to try to figure out the
feasibility of this site. We have determined that
the site is developable, if I could use that word.

One of the first elements was to-find out
if the site can be developed and we have pretty much
convinced ourselves that that is possible. That we
are not dealing with something that is not feasible
from a physical standpoint, and one of the reasons
that we like the alternative that is being
discussed, it actually lowers the profile of the
site somewhat and what we have been discussing with
a group of citizens that many of them are here
tonight, that we have been talking about possible
design alternatives for the site and Qe have come up
with, I think, really good examples of what could
happen out there.

Now, what prevents us from giving you
part of the economic feasibility is what we have
to.accomplish with our money, but part of our

responsibility is to try to determine if it's
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economically feasible to develop that site. One of
the unknowns, Buffalco, the owner of that property,
relocate Buffalo Bullet or the other businesses that
are out there? We have an unknown because we don't
know how much it's going to cost., We have been
working with the Relocation, inc. Group and I've
been told a number of times verbally that the group
is willing to finance the studies that will enable :
us to make some more decisions.

We are going to be hiring an appraiser for
the properties and we are going to be hiring a
relocation specialist to go out and visit eaéh one
of the sites and give us a good, working estimate of
what it would cost to acquire and relocéte all the
property owners -- excuse me, acquire the property
and relocate the tenants.

Once we have that information, we will be
able to -- we still donP£ know at that point whether
we can make it happen, but it gets us closer. It's

a very complex issue. It boils down to how much

‘money is involved and whether or not we can actually

make it happen.
We are going to be going to the City
Council of Santa Fe Springs towards the end of July

and we are going to be discussing many of the things
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that we went over this evening. We are also going
to be giving an update of what the citizens
committee has been discussing and ask the City
Council's direction. We hope they will give us the
direction to go ahead and do the additional studies.

If they didn't wish us to proceed, we will
just drop it. But we are trying to get to the
alternativé. This property is going to be there fo}
30 years. Most of those buildings that are out
there have probably reached their life span in terms
of how long those buildings are ever going to remain
in place. If there wasn't redevelopment, they have
kind of reached the point where they kind of need to
be replaced for a lot of reasons. I know many
people get attached to their property. So if we do
something to that site to make it safe, as EPA is
going to do, then we are also looking at making the
site usable for the next 30 years in the mpst
optimistic way.

So I just want to point that out. We are
always happy to answer any questions the property
OWHners or ténants have. I'm in city hall quite
regularly. If you need my card, I have a number of
them tonight. I'm happy to meet with you oné—on-one

and answer any gquestions you have.
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MR; HODGE: Anyone else who would like to
come up and ask a question or make a comment?

AUDIENCE MEMBER (UNIDENTIFIED}: I'm also
a member of the Protect Our Neighborhodd. I wonder
if you are going to get a Web site up so we can
access what's going on on a periodic basis?

MR. HODGE: I'm hesitating because I am
trying to remember the Web address. It's part of

the Region 9 Superfund Site and probably the best

way to do is just write down the address for those

of you who want it, but I can try to recite it.
It's www.epa.gov/region09/waste.

AUDIENCE MEMBER (UNIDENTIFIED): Repeat
that, please.

MR. HODGE: Sure.

It's www.epa.gov/region(Q8/waste. That
willi get you close to -- get you to the WDI site, it
would.

MR. FILIPPINI: 1It's pretty obvious; Go
through Superfund sites. 1It's way down at the
bottom.

MR. HODGE: 1I1f you have trouble finding it
from there, please give me a call and I will step
you through the site or I wili e;mail you the exact.

address, because I don't have it on the top of my
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head right now. I sheould have put that on a slide.

Other questions? I know it's a little

‘after the time we said we were going to close the

meeting but I don't want to preclude anyone.

If not, I think you should éive yourselves
a round of applause. I want to express my
apprecigtion to the project navigator for putting
together the presentation and managing all the
equipment here. I appreciate that.

And to Lor Rae Nelson, who will pfoduce
the transcript.

And to all of you for coming out. Thank
you very much for your -- for reading the proposed
plan, for catching my mistakes and I hope to see you
at the many future meetings.

Thanks again.

" {The Heariﬁg was concluded at 9:07 p.m.)
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REPORTER'S CERTIFICATION

I, LorRae D. Nelson, a Certified Shorthand
Reporter in the State of California, do hereby

certify:

That the foregoing proceedings were taken
before me at the time and place herein set forth; h
thét the proceedingé were reported stenographically
by me and later transcribed into typewriting under

my direction; that the foregoing is a true record of

the proceedings taken at the time.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have subscribed my

name this 15th day of August, 2001.

ae D/ Nelson, CSR No. 7384
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Waste Disposal. Inc. - Amended Record of Decision

WASTE DISPOSAL, INC.

AMENDED RECORD OF DECISION

Appendix 2

Waste Disposal, Inc. Superfund Site
Santa Fe Springs, California 80670

United States Environmental Protection Agency
Region 9 - San Francisco, California
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_ ST. PAUL HIGH SCHOOL

9635 Greenleaf Avenue + Santa Fe Springs * California 90670
(562) 698-6246 -« Fax (562) 696-8396

United States Environmental Protection Agency
Region IX Superfund - Waste Disposal, Inc. Site
75 Hawthorne Street

San Francisco, CA 94105-3901

Attention: Don Hodge and Mark Filippini
Dear Sirs:

St. Paul High School is located directly north and adjacent to the Waste Disposal, Inc. (WDI) Superfund Site, close
to the main disposal reservoir area. We are requesting inclusion in the Record of Decision of two items. The firstis
remuneration based on both St. Paul High School's loss of revenue and the additional costs of operation incurred
beginning in July. 1987, when the site was placed on the EPA’s Superfund National Priorities List.

St. Paul requests that the Record of Decision include a statement assuring the school that there will be a barrier
which eliminates the possibility of a *direct line of sight” over the school, fields, and parking lot. This request hasto
do with our serious commitment to and genuine concern for the safety of our St. Paul High School students. The
need 1o protect the entire student body from outsiders is unfortunately a reality in today’s society. Even if the present
clean soil covering the main disposal reservoir is lowered five to ten feet before a new protective cover is added, the
WDI site is considerably higher thah our school site. At present, there is no regular use of any part of the Superfund

~ Site adjacent 10 St. Paul by the public. However, once the cleanup and new cap are complete, there will be public
‘use nfthe <ite '

The request for remuneration is based on loss of revenue caused by a decline in student enroliment and negative
publicity. This has been due to the strong parental concern with the site’s perceived toxicity and the imminent danger
it may pose for students. Many students and coaches using our sports practice fields have seen protective covered,
suited individuals working on the superfund site. At the same time, they are wearing shorts, t-shirts and tennis shoes
and wondering if they should also be protected.

The schoo! has also experienced a variety of operational expenses which are directly related to the WDIG superfund
site. All water used on campus must be of drinking quality. We have been unabie to even consider using reclaimed
water. even for field maintenance because of poliuted water concems. For many years, we called upon and paid for

. services from the California Department of Agriculture, who assisted with the extermination of gophers and other

vermin. We have experienced damage to our practice fields and baseball diamond/field. There has been a continuing
battle apainst the plant and weed spore/seeds that were either airborne or spread through WD rain water runoff and
all of our fields have been infected. For several years, we have aggressively fought against the spread of an

ornamental clump grass. Last year alone, we show a significant increase in ankle, knee, and leg injuries which we feel
is a direct result of this weed’s spread.

R29



Case 2:07-cv-05350-SJO-FFM  Document 12-5  Filed 12/_1_2/2007 Page 30 of 50

St. Paul High School continues to actively participate in the EPA’s public process and has been in regular contact
with the EPA’s Remedial Project Managers and the Community Involvement Coordinators, as well as other public
agencies. The school has always endeavored to be a good neighbor. For 14 years, the WDIG site has been on the
EPA’s Superfund Site National Priorities List and St. Paul High School, under the direction of three principals, has
continued to focus on challenging our students to strive for academic, artistic and athletic excellence and worked
toward building a more just society. However, our efforts are not without cost. The loss of revenue and the additional
operational costs have negatively impacted our school in the areas of long-term plant maintenance, upgrading of
facilities, and providing the needed tuition assistance to families with financial need. Reasonable remuneration will
benefit these areas immediately.

We ask that both remuneration to St. Paul High School and a statement eliminating any *“direct line of sight’ over the
school, fields, and parking lot become part of the Environmental Protection Agency’s “Record of Decision.” The
school and the Department of Catholic Schools, Archdiocese of Los Angeles will be active in all phases of the public
process and we ook to the future when the WDI site is able to be put back into public use. If thereareany ~
questions or a need for additional information, please contact me or Lois McMillan Maldonado at (562) 698-6246.

Sincerely,

Frank A. Laurenzello
Principal

cc: Mrs, Nancy Coonis
Supertmendem Department of Catholic Schools - Archdiooese of Los Angeles

Ms, Dorothy Pittetkau
San Pedro Regional Supervisor , Department of Catholic Schools - Anchdlocese of Los Angeles

* Mr. Roberto Pugo
Waste Disposal Inc. Group Coordinator, Project Navigator

Mr. Michael Skinner
Waste Disposal Inc. Group Chair

230



ey

Case 2:07-cv-05350-SJO-FFM ~ Document 12-5  Filed 12/12/2007  Page 31 of 50

JoHNSON & TErosKy LLP

ATTORMNEYS AT LAW

o

TELEFHONE (213} Z229-46Q0 . 4as SOQUTH FLOWER STREET

FACSIMILE (213) 229-2770 THIRTY-FIRST FLOOR

LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 9007t

July 2, 2001

United States Environmental Protection
Agency - Region 9 — Superfund Division

Mr. Mark Filippini

Remedial Project Manager

75 Hawthome Street (SFD-7-1)

San Francisco, CA 94105-3%01

Re: Comments re Waste Disposal, Inc. Superfund Site

Dear Mark:

I am writing to provide comments on the proposed remedy on behalf of the owners -
of the properties identified as parcels 3 and 24, respectively. '

First, the EPA’s favored alternative, alternative number two, provides for a
monofill cap to cover “areas underlain by waste materials in Areas 1, 2,4,5,6,7and 8"
This decision appears to be premised solely on whether “waste materials” are detected
underneath a parcel rather than the nature and degree of constituents of concern under a
given parcel. As for parcel 3, the site investigations performed to date indicate that
“[bjased on the results from soil borings drilled on this parcel and adjacent parcels, it
appears that the buried waste that underlies much of the central portion of the WDI site
does not extend beneath Parcel 003.”" Accordingly, we conclude that no cap of any kind
whatsoever is contemplated for Parcel 3. With respect to parce! 24, the property owners
submit that environmental testing conducted to date suggests that constituents of concern
have not been detected conclusively in amounts significant enough to determiné that

waste materials underlie the parcel - let alone to warrant capping -- or to undertake any
other remedial measures.2

! Staus of Environmental Investigations 1988-1999 for Parcel APN 8167-002-003 (U. S. EPA December 2000) at
13,

* For example, in the Status of Environmentat Investigations 1988-1999 for Parcel APN 8167-002-024, soil borings
TS-108, TS-109, TS-110, TS-111, TS-122 and SB-65 were used to estimate the approximate extent of the buried
wastes. /d. at 11. Yet, borings TS-108 through TS-111 were clean. /d. at Atachment 2. In TS-122, drilling mud is
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Mr. Mark Filippini Johnson & Tekosky LLP
July 2, 2001 , ATTORNEYS AT LAW
Page 2

With respect to any decisions to require engineering controls or to remove any
buildings, the feasibility study indicates that such decisions will be made during the
design phase. Accordingly, we reserve the right to comment on the need for, or the
extent of, such controls at such time or times as those decisions are made.

Please direct questions or comments on this submittal to the undersigned. '

]
even R. Tekosky

pot identified. Insiead, gieem'sh clay with no staining or odor was observed as “possibly drilling mud.” /d. at -
anachment 2. As for 5B-635, there is continuous sampling every five feet to a depth of 45 feet. Ara depth of 15 and
35 feet, respectively, the observer noted “slight contamination visible.” Id. at Attachment 2. At all other depths it

was reported that no contamination was visibie. 7d. a1 Anachment 2. If anything, these observations seem to be at
odds with the weight of the soil borings for the parcel.
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SpiderMBAE pacbell.net on 061672001 07:03:07 AM

To. - DonHodgeRIUSEPAUSCEPA, Mark FdlppmdFlSlUSEPWSOEPA
cc: WDN <letiers.wdn € sgvn.com>

Subject: WD Site

Dear EPA and NIMEYs of Santa Fe Spr:.ngslﬂhxtt:.er.

The 43 acre Superfund Site bounded by Santa Fe Springs Road, Greenleaf
Avenue, and Los Nietos Road, should be put to productive use after the

remediation of all contamination is completed. Land is just too
valuable to waste.

Since the organic wastes will be capped and will present no further
danger to anybody., this land should be completely developed. It should
be sold by its rightful owner to a developer for either a distribution
center, consisting of warehouses, a2 small building business park, or a
low income apartment community. Since cities allow NIMBYs (Not In My

Back Yard) to make the decisions in most communities. let them choose
£ror among these options.

ARllowing 43 acres of developable land to lie fallow is the height of
folly.

I woulé gladly work or live there. knowing the risks involved, for 1
heve a degree in chemistry. There are no toxic compounds, enly toxic
levels. Let's be prudent, not neurotic. Every time you get into your
car, vou are sitting atop & gas tank and an engine full of "toxic

compounds® -~ volatile and flammable gasoline anc dirty engine oil. It
hesn't hurt you yet.

JChn Ceegerx
£20C LKorwa.k Boulevarcd
S5zrnta Fe Spraincs, Ck
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ST. PAUL HIGH SCHOOL

9635 Greenleaf Avenue * Santa Fe Springs * California 90670
(562) 698-6246 + Fax (562) 696-8396

December 20, 2001

Mt. Russell Meechem

Project Director

United States knvironmental Protection Agency
Region IX Superfund - Waste Disposal, Inc. Site
75 Hawthomne Street

San Francisco, CA 94105-3901

Dear Mr. Meechem:

We were pleased to meet you last week, December 13, 2001 at St. Paul High School, As you are aware, our school is
located directly north and adjacent to the Waste Disposal. Inc, Group (WDIG) Superfund Site, close to the main disposal
reservoir area {(dial). St. Paul High School formally requests inclusion in the Record of Decision construction of a barrier
which eliminates the possibility of a “direct line of sight” over the school, fields, and parking lot.

This request has to do with our serious commitment to and genuine concemn for the safety of our St. Paul High School
students. The need to protect the entire student body from outsiders is unfortunately a reality in today’s society. Even if
the present clean soil covering the main disposal reservoir is lowered five to ten feet before a new protective cover is
added. the WDIG site is considerably higher than our school site. At present, there is no regular use of any part of the
Superfund Site adjacent 10 St. Paul by the public. However. once the cleanup and new cap are compiete, there will be
continuous use of the site during clean-up and redevelopment.

St. Paul High School continues to actively participate in the EPA’s public process and has been in regular contact with
each of the EPA’s Remedial Project Managers and the Community Involvement Coordinators, as well as other public
agencies. The school has afways endeavored to be a good neighbor. For 15 years, the WDIG site has been on the EPA’s
Superfund Site National Priorities List and St. Paul High School, under the direction of three principals, has continued to
focus on our mission statement of challenging our students to strive for academic; artistic and athletic excellence and
worked toward building a more just society.

The school and the Department of Cathelic Schools, Archdiocese of Los Angeles will be active in all phases of the public
process and we fook to the future when the WDIG site is able to be put back into full public use. If there are any
guestions or a need for additional information, please contact me or Lois McMillan Maldonado at (562) 698-6246.

Sincerely,
Frank A” }Eurenzelio
- Principal
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RECORDING REQUESTED BY:

WHEN RECORDED, MAIL TO:

Michael J. Skinner

Trustee of the WDIG Site Trust
Michael J. Skinner Consulting, L1.C
230 Kings Highway East, #300

I
|
l
|
|
I
I
I
|
|
| |
Haddonfield, NJ 08033 |

SPACE ABOVE THIS LINE RESERVED FOR RECCRDER’S USE

COVENANT TO RESTRICT USE OF PROPERTY
ENVIRONMENTAL RESTRICTION

{(Re: Assessor’s Parcel No. 8167-002-049, 9951 S. Gréenleaf Avenue, Santa Fe Springs, CA)

This Covenant and Agreement ("Covenant”) is made by and between Gwen Campbell and the
Phil Cainpbell and Dia_mc Cote Family Trust (the "Covcnéntors"), the current owners of property
sitwated in Santa Fe Springs, County of Los Angeles, State of California, described in Exhibit A,
attached hereto and incorporated herein by this reference (the “Property™), and the WDIG Site
Trust (“WDIG Site Trust” or “Trust”). Pursuant to Civil Code section 1471(c), this Covenant is
reasonably necessary to protec‘t present or future human health or safety or the environment as a
result of the presence on the land of hazardous substances as defined in 42 U.S.C. § 9601(14),
pollutants or contaminants under 42 U.S.C. § 9601(33), and in California Health and Safety Code
("H&SC") Section 25260. The Covenantors and the Trust, collectively referred to as the
“Parties,” hereby agree pursuant to Civil Code section 1471(c) and H&SC section 25355.5 that
the use of the Property be restri&ed as set forth in this Covenant. The Parties further intend that
the provisions of this Covenant also be for the benefit of the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency (“EPA”) and the Califorhia Department of Toxic Substauées Control (“DTSC”) as third

party beneficiaries.
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ARTICLET -
STATEMENT OF FACTS

1.01. The Property is more partiéula:ly described and depicted in Exhibit A, attached
hereto and incorporated herein by this reference. The Property is located in the area now
generally bounded by Los Nietos Road, Greenleaf Avenue, and Santa Fe Springs Road, in the
County of Los Angeles, State of California. The Pro‘pérty is more specifically described as Los
Angeles County Assessor's Parcel No. 8167-002-049. A map of the Property is attached as
Exhibit B.

1.02. The Prdperty is a portion of the Waste Disposal, Inc. Superfund Site and was
listed on the National Priority List on July 22, 1987 by EPA. Remediation of the Site is being
conducted pursuant to the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability
Act, 42. U.S.C. §§ 9601 et seq (“CERCLA”). EPA has selected a remedy for the Site, whichis
documented in the Amended Record of Decision (“Amended ROD”), signed by EPA on June 21,
2002. The remedy includes construction of a RCRA-equivalent cap over the reservoir area in
Area 2, use of engineered caps in portions of Areas 1, 2,4, 5, 6, 7, and 8, installation and use of
an active soil vapor extraction system and/or a soil gas monitoring system, use of a liquids
- collection system under the RCRA-equivalent cap, institutional controls, engincering controls in

buildings overlying buried waste or soil gas noncompliance areas, use of in-business ambient air
monitoring, long-term soil gas monitoring, long-term groundwater monitoring, and long-term
opcrations, maintenance and monitoring. The Administrative Record-fo.r the Site is available for
review at the Santa Fe Springs Public Library located at 11700 Telegraph Road in Santa Fe
"Springs, and at EPA’s Region IX Records Center, located at 95 Hawthorne ét., San Francisco,
CA 94105, |

_ 1.03 Because waste will remain in place at the Site, EPA selected institutional controls
as part of the remedy selected in the Amended ROD. The institutional controls will be '
implemented in order to ensure the long-term integrity of the remedy and to prevent exposure to

waste remaining at the site. The Amended ROD provides for restrictive environmental covenants
to be recorded on the properties at the Site to fulfill the purposes of protecting the remedy and

preventing certain activities on and uses of the properties.
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ARTICLE II
DEFINITIONS

2.01. DTSC."DTSC" means the California Department of Toxic Substances Control

and includes its successor agencies, if any.

2.02. 'EPA. “EPA” means the United States Environmental Protection Agency and

includes its successor agencies, if any.

2.03. QOwner. "Owner" means each Covenantor, its successors in interest, and their
successors in interest, including heirs and assigns, who at any time hold title to or an ownership

interest in, all or any portion of the Property.

2.04. Occupant. "Occupant” means Owners and any person or entity entitled by
- ownership, leasehold, or other legal relationship to the right to occupy any portion of the

Property, and their successors in interest.

2.05. CERCLA Lead Agency. “CERCLA Lead Agency” means the governmental
entity having the designated lead responsibility to implement response action under the National
Contingency Plan (“NCP™), 40 C.F.R. Part 300. EPA is the CERCLA Lead Agency at the time

- of the recording of this instrument.

206 WDIG Site Trust. “WDIG Site Trust” means the grantee and Covenantee of this

environmental restriction and its Trustee, and their successors in intereést.

2.07 Waste Materials. “Waste Materials” means (1) any “hazardous substance” under
Section 101(14) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9601(14); (2) ahy pollutant or contaminant under
Section 101(33), 42 U.S.C. § 9601(33); (3) any “solid waste” under Section 1004(27) of RCRA,
42 U.S.C. § 6903(27);, (4) ény “hazardous substance” under California Health and Safety Code
§§ 25316 and 25317; and (5) all material identified as waste or sump material in site

investigations conducted prior to the date this Covenant is recorded, irrespective of whether it is
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classified as a hazardous substance, poliutant.or ¢contaminant, or solid waste under the above

statutes.

-

ARTICLE II
GENERAL PROVISIONS

3.01. Restrictions to Run with the Land. This Covenant sets forth protective provisions,
covenants, restrictions, and conditions (collectively referred to as "Restrictions™), subject to
which thc.P-ropcrty and every portion thereof shall be improved, held, used, occupied, leased,
sold, hypothecated, encumbered, and/or conveyed. Covenantors covenant that each and every-
Restriction: (a) runs with the land pursﬁant to H&SC section 25355.5(a)(1)(C) and Civil Code
section 1471; (b) inures to the benefit of and pa;*sses with each and every portion of the Property,
(c).is for the benefit of and enforceable by the WDIG Site Trust (d) is for the benefit of EPA and
DTSC as third party beneficiaries, and (¢) is imposed upon the entire Property unless expressly
stated-as applicable only to a specific portion thereof. |

3.02. Binding upon Owners/Occupants. Pursvant to H&SC section 25355.5(2)(1)(C),
this Cochant binds ail Owners of the Property; their heirs, successors, and assignees, and the
agents, employees, and lessees of the Owners, heirs, successors, and assignees. Pursuant to Civil
Code section 1471(b), all successive Owners of the Property are expressly bound hereby for the
benefit of the WDIG Site Trust, EPA, and DTSC.

2-5;03. Wiitten Notice of the Presence of Hazardgus Substances. Prior to the sale, lease,
-sublease,'assignmcnt or other transfer of the Property, or any portion thereof, the Owneror
Occupant or any other, lessor, sublessor, assignor or other transferor shall give the buyer, lessee,
sublessee, assi gnee or othcf transferee written notice that hazardous substances are located on or
beneath the Property, ahd provide written notice thereof to the WDIG Site Trust, EPA and -
DTSC.

3.04. Incorporation into Deeds and Leases. The Restrictions set forth herein shall be

~

incorporated by reference in each and all deeds, leases, assignments, or other transfers of all or

any portion of the Property which are hereafter executed or renewed. Further, each Owner or

2
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Occupant shall include in any instrument conveying any interest in all or any portioﬁ of the

Property, including but not limited to deeds, leases, and mortgages, a notice which is in

substantially the following form:
NOTICE: THE INTEREST CONVEYED HEREBY IS SUBJECT TO AN
ENViRONl\/IENTAL RESTRICTION AND COVENANT TO RESTRICT
USE OF PROPERTY, RECORDED IN THE OFFICIAL RECORDS OF
LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA, ON _ {DATE]_;, AS
INSTRUMENT NO. , INFAVOR OF AND ENFORCEABLE
BY THE WDIG SITE TRUST, AND FOR THE BENEFIT OF THE U.S.
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY AND THE CALIFORNIA
DEPARTMENT OF TOXIC SUBSTANCES CONTROL.

3.05. Conveyance of Property. The Owner shall provide notice to the WDIG Site

Trust, and to EPA and DTSC not later than thirty (30) days after any conveyance of any
ownership interest in the Property.(cxc-ludjng mortgages, liens, and other non-possessory
encurhbrances). The WDIG Site Trust, EPA, and DTSC shall nbt, by reason of this Covenant,
have authority to approve, disapprove, or otherwise affect such proposed conveyance, except as

otherwise provided by law, by administrative order, consent decree or by a specific provision of

: thjs Covenant.

ARTICLE IV | -
* RESTRICTIONS

401 New or Modified Buildings. The Covenantors covenant that if any Owner or an
Occupant constructs a new building or other permanent structure on the Property, or substantially
modifies an existing building or other permanent structure on the Property, and such
modification requires a City of Santa Fe Springs building or other land use permit, Owner or
Occupant shall implement and maintain any necessary engineered capping system(s) and any

necessary engineering control(s) related to the new or modified building or other permanent
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structure, in conformance with the provisions of the Amended ROD and as specified by EPA.
Such capping system and éngineen'ng controls shall be. implemented only with the prior written

approval of EPA.

4.02 Prohibited Uses. The Property shall not be used in any tnanner that would
interfere with or adversely affect the implementation, integrity, or protectiveness of the rcmedlal
measures to be performed purguant to the Amended ROD or any future response actions required

- by EPA. Owners and Occupants shal! ensure compliance by all users of the Property with the
following land/water use restrictions, except as otherwise authorized by EPA to implement the
remedy selected in the Amended ROD or any future response action required by EPA.

(a)  Placement of warning signs or other posted information shall be allowed and,
once posted, no removal or interference with such signs or information shall be
peﬁnitted.

(b)  Placement of site access controls, such as gates or fencing, shall be allowed and
shall not be damaged or circumvented. o |

(©) The Property shall not be used in any manner that may interfere with or affect the
integrity of the remedial cap or other components of the remedy, as constructed
pursuant to the Amended ROD.

(d) Construction not approved by EPA that impacts any of the remedial capping or
other remedy components shall not occur. ‘

(e) No interferences with or alterations to the grading, vegetation and surface water
and drainage controls shall be made.

(D 'Portions of the Property underlain by Waste Materials and in soil gas

| noncompliance areas shall not be regraded.

9] Areas of asphalt or concfete pavement shall not be removed or improved.

(h) No penetrations through or interferences (including, but not limited to, utility
trench excavations, excavations for fence posts, excavations for planting trees or
large bushes, foundation excavations, and foundation piles) with the remedial cap
or any other areas with remedial controls shall be made.

(1) Deep-rooting plants (plants whose root systems will penetrate more than two feet
below ground surface) shall not be planted.

()] Owners and Occupants shall obtain approval from EPA for settings of irrigation
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(k)
0]

(m)

(n)

(o)

)
(@

@
)

®
(w)

)

(W)

controls in areas underlain by Waste Materials. Such settings shall not be
changed without the prior written approval of EPA in accordance with Section
5.01 unless such settings are approved by EPA as part of the remedy selected in
the Amended ROD. - _

Drainage channels and pipes shall not be blocked, rerouted or otherwise interfered
with.

No new openings shall be made in building floor slabs in buildings located over
Waste Materials or over soil gas noncompliance areas.

Integrity of existing and future foundations shall be maintained in areas underlain
by Waste Materials and in soil gas noncompliance areas. All cracks or damage in
such foundations shall be reported to the WDIG Site Trust and EPA and the
Covenantors covenant that such cracks or damage shall be repaired by the Owner
or Occupant. | |
Indoor gas controls shall not be circumvented. .

Indoor gas sensors or alarms shall not be tumned off or interfered with.

Soil gas control Systems shall not be turned off or interfered with. \'

Monitoring points, including but not limited to groupdwater monitoring wells, soil
gas probes, reservoir leachate collection wells, soil gas vents, and survey
monuments, shall not be blocked or otherwise obstructed. .

Monitoring wells shall not be opened; nothing shall be placed iﬁto the monitoring
wells. ‘

Liquids recovery systems, liquids treatment systems, and treated liquids storage
facilities shall not be turned off or interfered with. ]

Groundwater suppty or monitoring wells shall not be constructed.

Owners of the Property shall disclose all land/water use restrictions to all
Occupants on the property. _ |

Owners shall inform the WDIG Site Trust and EPA of the identities of all
Occ’upant§ on thé Property. '

During. construction, excavation, or grading of any type on the Property, Owner or
Occupant shall take measures to ensure that there is no offsite migration of dust,
odors or organic vapors. During such activities, Owner or Occupant shall take
appropriate measures to protect the health and welfare of onsite personnel and

workers and to prevent offsite impacts.
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x)

(y)

(2)

Owner or Occupant must obtain pﬁor written approval for all building or site
modifications on the Property from EPA in accordance with Section 4.01 and
Section 5.01. B

Owner or Occupant shall not excavate Waste Mateﬁﬂs on the Site, except as
authorized by EPA.V

No new construction shall occur on the Property without the prior written
approval of EPA in accordance with ‘Sectio_n 5.01 and the following requirements:

(1) New construction shall be supported by subsurface explorations and

analytical laboratory data to characterize the construction area for the possible existence

of Waste Materials.

(i) f Waste Materials are discovered in the construction area, they shall

be remediated or buildings and structures muist be appropriately designed to protect

occupants.

(iii) Appropriate worker and public health and safety precautions,

including but not limited to dust control, safety plans, and other forms of worker

protection, must be taken prior to approval of construction.

(aa) -

(bb)

(cc)

Boreholes, foundation piles, or other subsurface penetrations into the reservoir or
any other area of the site which could create conduits allowing Waste Materials-to
migrate to gioundwater shall not be made.

Construction workers shall be provided with appropriate ﬁersonal protective
equipment while they are working at the site.

Pesticides or herbicides shall not be applied to the capped areas of the site or to

. areas surrounding monitoring points, except as approved by EPA for use in

(dd)

(ee)

4.03.

implementing the remedy selected in the Amended ROD.

Use of any septic tanks.on the property shall be discontinued and such tarks shall
be decommissioned in accordance with local reguiations.

The Property shall not be used or redeveloped for residential use; use as a
hospital, school for people aged 21 and under, or day care center; or other similar
uses by sensitive receptors.

Access for the WDIG Site Trust. The WDIG Site Trust and EPA, and through

them, their respective employees, agents, contractors, subcontractors, consultants, and other third

parties authorized by the WDIG Trust and EPA shall have reasonable right of entry and access to
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the Property for implementing any response actions, inspection, monitoring, and other activities
consistent with the purposes of this Covenant as deemed necessary by EPA in order to protect the
public health or safety, or the environment. Such activities shall include, but not be limited to:
(a)  Maintaining and monitoring the rerﬁedial action selected in the Amended ROD;
(b)  Verifying any data or information submitted to EPA;
(c) Conducting investigations relating to Waste Materials at or near the Property;
(d)  Obtaining samples; | _
(e) Assessing the need for, planning, or implementing additionél response actions at
or near the Property, if authorized by EPA;
) Assessing implementation of quality assurance and quality control practices as
defined in the Quality Assurance Project Plans approved by EPA for the remedial
‘actions;
(2) Irnplementing the remedy selected in the Amended'ROD;
(h) Assessing Owner’s or Occupant’s compliance with this Covenant; and
(i) Determining whether the Property is being used in'a manner that is prohibited or
restricted, or that may need to be prohibited or restricted, in accordance with the
Amended ROD, |
Nothing in this instrument shall limit or otherwise. affect EPA’s right of entry and access, or
EPA’s aﬁthoﬁty to take response actions under CERCLA, the National Contingency Plan, 40

C.F.R. Part 300, and its successor provisions, or any federal law.

4.04. Enforcement. The WDIG Site Trust shall be entitled to enforce the terms of this
instrument by resort to specific performance or legal lﬁrocess and injunctive relief. Failure of a
Covenantor, Owner or Occﬁpant to comply with anyr of the Restrictions specifically applicable to
it shall be grounds for the WDIG Site Trust to require that the Covenantor, Qwner, or Qccupant
mod_ify or remove any improvements ("Improvements” herein shall mean all buildings,' other
strljctures, landscaping, roads, driveways, and paved parking areas) constructed or placed upon
any portion of the Property in violation of the Restrictions. All remedies available hereunder
shall be in addition to any and all other remedies at law or in equity, including CERCLA or state
law, and violation of this Covenant shall be grounds for the WDIG Site Trust to file civil actions
as provided by law or equity. The WDIG Site Trust for itself and on behalf of any person or
entity responsible for any response action authorized or required by EPA (collectively

“Responsible Parties”) shall be entitled to recover damages for any violation of the terms of this

Page 9
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Covenant, including but not fimited to, the costs incurred by the WDIG Site Trust or By the
Responsible Parties to répair any damage to any remedial facilities or any other feature of ﬁny
response action or to perform the maintenance of the hnproVerﬁents, and any expenditures
incurred by the Trust or such Responsible Parties to reimburse EPA for the agencies’ oversight
and enforcement costs related to this Covenant or violations thereof. Enforcement of the terms

of this Covenant shall be at the discretion of the Covenantee and the third party beneficiaries and -
any forbearance, delay or omission .to exercise their rights under this Covenant for breach hereof
shall not be deemed a waiver by them of any such breach or subsequent breach of any term of

this Covenant, or of any of their rights under this Covenant.

4.05 Attorneys’ Fees. The WDIG Site Trust shail be entitled to recover its attome)}s’
fees and any costs from Owner and/or Occupant for any efforts, including but not limited to any

legal actions,' by the WDIG Site Trust to enforce the terms of this Covenant if the WDIG Site

Trust prevails in such efforts or legal action.

ARTICLE V
EXCEPTIONS. TERMINATION, AND TERM

5.01 Exceptions to Land/Water Use Restrictions. If an Owner or an Occupant seeks an

exception to the land/water use restrictions in Section 4.01, Owner or Occupant shall obtain the
prior written approval of EPA. Owner or Occupant shall submit a request in writing to EPA and
to DTSC, with all necessary supporting documentation (such documentation may include
appfopn'ate design documents, work plans, and/or calculatiohs). EPA shall respond to such
rcquesf within a reasonable time, by: 1) providing written approval for the exception'; 2)
.requesting further information in support of the request; 3) providing written approval of the
exception with modification; or 4) denying the request. The decision of EPA shall be final and
shali. not be subject to judicial review. If requested by EPA, any approved exception shall be
recorded in the Official Records of Los Angeles County in an Amended and restated Covenant

by the person or entity granted the exception.

5.02 _Modification. The land/water use restrictions of this Covenant may only be
~ modified upon the written agreement of each Owner and the WDIG Site Trust, with the prior

express written approval of EPA. Such modifications shall become effective when they are
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incorporated into this Covenant and such modified and restated Covenant is executed by each

Owner and the WDIG Site Trust and recorded by the Owner.

5.03 Termination. A Covenantor, or any other aggrieved person, may apply to the EPA
for a termination of the Restrictions or other terms of this Covenant as they apply to all or any
portion of the Property. The decision of EPA regarding any such request shall be final and not

subject to judicial review.

5.04 Term. Unless ended in accordance with the Termination paragraph above or by

law, this Covenant shall continue in effect in perpetuity.

5.05 Assignment. The WDIG Site Trust, EPA and DTSC may freely assign their
interests in this Covenant to any other parties without the approval of the Covenantors. The
WDIG Site Trust shall obtain the written consent of EPA prior to any assignment of its interests

under this Covenant.

ARTICLE VI
MISCELLANEQUS

6.01. No Dedication or Taking. Nothing set forth in this Covenant shall be construed to
be a gift or dedication, or offer of a gift or dedication, of the Property, or any portion thereof to
the general public or anyone else for any purpose whatsoever. Further, nothing set forth in this
Covenant shall be construed to effect a taking under sfate or federal law.

6.02. Notices. Whenever any person gives or serves any Notice ("Notice" as used herein
includes any demand or other communication with respect to this Covenant), each sucﬂ Notice
shall be in writing and shall be deemed effective: (1) when delivered, if personally deIivefed to
the person being served or to an officer of a corporate party being served, or (2) three (3)
business days after deposit in the mail, if mailed by United States mail, postage paid, certified,

return receipt requested:

Page 11
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To Owners:

Gwen Campbell

c/o Christa Huddle
235 E. Blossom Place
Brea, CA 92821

Diarie Cote, Trustee

Phil Campbell and Diane Cote Family Trust
13068 Caminito Mar Villa

Del Mar, CA 92014-3608

To WDIG Site Trust:

Michael J. Skinner

Trustee of the WDIG Site Trust
Michael J. Skinner Consulting, LL.C
230 Kings Highway East, #300
Haddonfield, NJ 08033

To EPA:

Russell Mechem
Remedial Project Manager
~U.S. Environmental Protecuon Agency, Region IX
75 Hawthomne St.
San Francisco, CA 94105
Re: WDI Superfund Site

Sarah E. Mueller

Assistant Regional Counsel

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Reg10n IX
75 Hawthorne St.

San Francisco, CA 94105

Re: WDI Superfund Site

To DTSC:

Sara Amir

Chief, Southern California Cleanup Operations Branch
Department of Toxic Substances Control '
1011 N. Grandview Ave.

Glendale, CA 91201

Any party may change its address or the individual to whose attention a Notice is to be sent by

giving written Notice in compliance with this paragraph.

2449 Page 12



Case 2:07-cv-05350-SJO3FFM  Document 12-5  Filed 12/12/2007  Page 50 of 50
6.03. Partial Invalidity. If any portion of the Restrictions or other terms set forth herein

is determined by a court of competent jurisdiction to be invalid for any reason, the surviving
portions of this Covenant, or the application of such portions to persons or circumstances other
than those to which it is found to be invalid, shall remain in fuli force and effect as if such

portion found invalid had not been included herein.

6.04. Liberal Construction. Any general rule of construction to the contrary
notwithstanding, this instrument shall be liberally construed 1o effect the purpose of this
instrument and the policy and pﬁrpose of CERCLA. If any provision of this instruiﬁent is found
to be ambiguouns, an interpretatidn consistent with the purpose of this instrument that would

render the provision valid shall be favored over any interpretation that would render it invalid.

6.05. Third Party Beneficiary. "EPA’s and DTSC’s rights as third party beneficiaries of
this Covenant shal} be construed pursuant to principles of contract law under the statutory and

common law of the State of California.

6.06. Statutory References. All statutory references include successor provisions.

6.07. Waiver of Certain Defenses. Covenantors hereby waive any defense of laches,

estoppel or prescription.

6.08. Covenants. Covenantors hereby covenants to and with the Covenantee that the
Covenantors are the owners in fee of the Property; that Covenantors have a good and lawful titie

and have the right and power to impose this Covenant on the Property; that the Property is free
and clear of encumbrances as of the date hereof, except those listed in Exhibit C. _

Notwithstanding the foregoing, nothing herein shall prevent, preclude, limit or otherwise restrict
the filing or recording against the Property of any liens (including but not limited to mortgages,
deeds of trust and/or security agreements), encumbrances, covenants, conditions, restrictions, or
other documents or instruments, provided that any such liens, encumbrances, covenants,

conditions, restrictions, or other documents or instruments shall be subject and subordinate to

this Covenant.

P 13
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6.09. Cont.rolling Law. Except as 'othefwise provided in Section 7.06, the
interpretation and performance of this Covenant shall be governed by the laws of the United
States or, if there are no applicable federal laws, by the law of the State of California.

6.10.  Joint Obligations. If.there are two or more parties identified as Covenantor in the

Covenant, the obligations imposed by this Covenant upon them shall be joint and several.

6.11.  Captions. The captions in this Covenant have been inserted solely for
convenience of reference and are not a part of this Covenant and shall ha§e no effect upon
construction of intérpretaﬁon. ' |

6.12.  Counterparts. The parties may execute this Covenant in two or more
counterparts, wﬁich shall, in the aggregate, be signed by both parﬁes; each countérpart shall be
deemed an original instrument as agajnst any pafty who has signed it. In the event of any |

disparity between the counterparts produced, the recorded counterpart shall be controlling.

25| Page 14
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N WITNESS WHEREOF, the Parties execute this Covenant.
Covenantor: Gwen Campbell

By:
Title:

Date:

Covenantor: Phil Campbell and Diane Cote Family Trust
By:
Title:

Date:
WDIG Site Trust:
- By: -
“Title:

Date:
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA : )
| _ )
- COUNTY OF _ : )
On this dayof ____ -, in the year ,
before me . , , personally appeared

‘personaily known to me (or proved to me on the basis of satisfactbry evidence) to be the
person(s) whose name(s) is /are subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that
he/she/they executed the same in his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and that by his/her/their

signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the person(s)

acted, executed the instrument.

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

Signature

X533
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' Exhibit A

PARCEL NUMBER 8167-002-049

Legal Description:
Parcel 1 of Parcel Map No. 14608, in the City of Santa Fe Springs, in the County of Los

Angeles, State of California, as per map filed for record in Book 149, Pages 6 through
8, inclusive of Parcel Maps, in the Office of the County Recorder of Said County.

Except therefrom all oil, gas, and petroleum substances and other minerals
contained in or under said property as reserved by Chanslor Caufield Midway Oil
Company, a corporation, in Deed recorded January 22, 1932 in Book 11335
Page 264 Official Records. |
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Exhibit B
Map of Property
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- Exhibit C

Encumbrances
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Appendix D
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WASTE DISPOSAL, INC.
SANTA FE SPRINGS, CALIFORNIA

s < APN 8167-002-049

CURRENT PARCEL OWNER
AS OF 2/97

Phil Campbell and Gwen H. Campbeli

CURRENT TENANTS
AS OF 3/97

PARCEL 50

None; this parcel is vacant

PARCEL 26

~

AN

~

PARCEL 26

GREENLEAF AVE.

PARCEL 41

LOS NMNIETOS RD.
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Exhibit A
PARCEL NUMBER 8167-002-049

Legal Description:

Parcel 1 of Parcel Map No. 14608, in the City of Santa Fe Springs, in the County of Los
Angeles, State of California, as per map filed for record in Book 148, Pages 6 through
8, inclusive of Parcel Maps, in the Office of the County Recorder of Said County,

Except therefrom all oil, gas, and petroleum substances and other minerals
contained in or under said property as reserved by Chanslor Caufield Midway Oil
Company, a corporation, in Deed recorded January 22, 1932 in Book 11335
Page 264 Official Records.
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